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In #r«^ii«b^ 9^|WP^ ^^^^ tc> .^^^ noilce of an enlightened publiQ» 

l^l^^umd in justice to ^h^c^lf to request the exerciair 
or m thtf^^part of|^ptderyn seveftJ K5l|^cflf ,Firit; He-is not 
iber of Ike " Corps J^frf|||]r«nH'thft^;^BBlHg^^te cannot be expecr 
tdM W> oSr an Addison ora»^i&|Hfcdly ; ttie avocatio© at t%_ 
is Wlrote the work being-that Of a keeper of a public h^itte, forbadtftno 
iKfeca^ lelsiure necesl^y t0 tHe stWdy qy^bsttact and metaphyKlcal 
ing| therefore -although his stylffeaia^ nfi^^so pleasing, nor his rear 
s^Mear,' as ij aiight have beefi tiftder different Qircumstances, he 
thafo^ jogrfortnance wilAot hp the Subject of severe criticism. His 
li^io^s^iger than w|p intended at its cotntnencement, but in mak- 
; 4be quotations upon which his charges against universalism are establishp 
'ilk foand some particulars that Were not sufficiently attended to in the 
[the work; he was therefore compelled to use a 18^ arguments in tha 
ion: this will accouirt^fbr its length. 
le hope^sjils readers will overlook the defects in his manner ^(|writing, 
^tteiidj with the candor of sincere int[uircrs after truth, to the argu* . 

he has advanced, and should they finS any erroneous opinions pre- 
^ HI |hcso. essays he will taM,4t kindly to have them honestly pointed «* 
Hi^iig taken all the painAiat his situation and circumstanced would 
fSf to%void error himself, he cannoftake it unkindly, (if he has fallea ' 
^^Ua^,) to have it pointed out to him in a friendly way. M 

iclasion he would say, to his universalian readers, that whatever 
think of hiSMpumer of addressing ^eih, it is li^^is wish to wound 
, of any human J>eing>r if his sa^es are thought to be too caustic 
say they are not intended to provoke ire, b)|t to combat what 
€^ii^ to bo error ; he therefore wishes it«4o be distinctly utsde^r. 

ityoiff^his remadu is not intended |j^ universalis^^J^u||^| 




Iji ^ investigatillib be has ^y ovuilla Ii^self ^a 
'^accords to othop, viz ; that of endeavoring to exp(^ wl 
^q^in his own way. If h4 has, from having m: 
ij^ments of his opponents, char|^^^jfii With 
enctl}^|Slsd,^e ijiKnllin^to do t|i^fii|pi^ ^^^^ 
^em ^leaidyjpinted .out i|^ some^of the niira'e 
"^j^dM^ fioodii^^he country^ He is well 
m£ctioiit, cann^ bc^:%ue, ind'he is equ||^ ceM 
pk oH^j^; coui^teiialice by^c^^idid 
the leaders c^ih 
n a very differen 

•It, ^ - . -f -: 










iDtxoduction, 

EasAT 1. The Naiuta of God'f Moral Govcrnmeot ' 

considered, 

S. Tho Rightof Private Judgment considered,! 
wilh Miscellaneous Arguments on the | 
Punishmont of ibo Wicked. . . 
8. On llje Justice or ihjusUcc of Ptmishmonl, 

4, Sijictorea on an Essay entitled Original 
Creation of Mali, .... 

5. On ihoImmDrtaliiy of tbeSou!, 
C. Strictures on an Essay entit^d. Moral 

Powetof Uuiversalism, by C Spear, 
1. Aaaweiito 213 QucslionB, l>y A- Cn 
from ilio Ev-anpilical Magazine, and Gos- 
{lol Advocate, . 
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riti system, taught by universalian doctors of divi- 
«rs \&y materially fijgm former views on that subject. 
Ilei^nd others Wfeo formerly {tdvocated the doctrine that 
9en w^d be finally stuped, whether they submitted to the ' 
lisiti^ns of the gospel in this life or npt, believed in future 
^hment, though they did not believe in endless punishment. 
Ir supposed that the wicked would go to hell and suffer the 
de^rit of their sins, until their sufferings |bfH|ld bring 
a to repentance. Modern universalists have relinquished 
view, from a conviction, we presume,, that the same scrips 
ts^ which support the^wtrine of future punishment ^rovJfl] 
,jpu0ishment to|HB endless. "^ Hence they have taken their 
ti^ upon the ground that alt^tbc pwaiahmerft inflicted on sin- 
1^ inflicted in this life, an^ that tnere is no punishment in 
|«P8state. ^. ,:, *" ' -^ - 

Mb |(ystem ih^cplves^so many difficulties that- its abettors 
versed every poinl^ of the compass i:o steer ,c^ar of 
in So doing have run- foul of many truths in th^^ible, 
iilf^jfeijtecl mam of the errors thiftt faiive been%roacheCsince 
^i^^f-the apostles, includiii^ (ticHj^ th§ old Saddi^pe] 
ll^the exist^M^e of fallen. ang€l(&"#|i^^aembQdied 
^^^ch th«y have fabricated soi^^^e^ aCl 
Had the above is a sweeping charg^ aj 
t^§f but I purpose lldwing that it is ampljjr;^ 
wri^%s;^3Cif% #willjfc by gimg 
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e^f God. ^^^^^^.-^ 
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Mr. Balfour, in his Essair on the Intermediati^tate ot tho 
l>fjAf page 07, says, << When it is said God c:^^ manjin hiiii 
cm^image, it mil notv.be contended that ^i^^red eiiH^ 
^UM immaterfality or immortility.^' Thi^^ bonnexion with 
denial that man has any^||^^ f||rc€||t ids animal li% or brea'&ril^ 
at onc^ &i€^ aside the scrif^Hsi^^trine that man wai^ cr^ed 
in the image of God; forf if nmn has no soul, nd imma: 
jNirt, no spirit, to be formed in the image q£ God^ it und|dniaRj 
follows, that this grand truth i%^et aside— for^ no manjn h' 
senses would suppose that'lnan^^ bpdy was madein Qpd'^s image. 

In the second place, the editors^ th% New Yo«k ChriiiMan 
Messenger and Philadelphia Uniy^|-salist have published to the 
world, that our first parents were not constitutionally holy Md^n 
they were create^; for had they been they never would «iril 
yielded l#^e temu^tion. See Vol. 4, No. 23, Articlu|(>i igJnal 
Creation of Man. I 

^hat is the plain jpference to he>^Wtt from the above? Is 

not tiiat thfe Almighty is not a ho||^eing? If he is, then he 
did not make man in his ^n il&age.' ^Phlf^ you see, univerw,* 
Hsm denies |he scriptux^octl9|jp, that man was made in th 
image of his Maker. ^^ l|^ 

In the thii^lacf^; univeiialists ha|||^opted the kndenFi 
ror of the oId|m|Upks, whp believed m a two-principle^ 
who iiu| thfi[i^utilr of both good a^ evil. This two^ 
deity^ip^ 1^^ ^ t^ wilIs-:-one that i^iifibaU^ 

good thai^ome^ to jpass^ thi'other wills all ||ie evil ^luli tkheie ^^ 
f Iw^^l^^pj^^^onio to aot in^Htet opp^iftxi lo 

elii&ir theforbi^en fruit, Vb other 
matters, and caused ou 
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resaid essay: vi£ << 4^ ^^1 admit that it was 
Chod to hare prerltited sin, iPhe had chosen so 
t prevent it: therefore, it wits his wiU it 
g is done against' t^ Wtil of God, what^ 
vid^bce or o^inip^l^ee does itfeave him?" 
us.yolt see.universa!|Qjaiafi^fBQidatertK>th saint and sin- 
If one does right he fiiSfil^fte revealed will^f God; if 
:ef^does wrong, he fulfils the secl^t will; for, ^*if any 
g^% good or badj» "is done against the jyill of God, what pro- 
|.^ ^ideiiAf or oomipotence does it leave him?" Now, is it not 
^ain that those two wills must %pring from two opposite princi- 
1^6% in deity that have no ^re natural connexion than light and^ 
darkness; or, to speak without metaphor, than heaven 'and hell? 
is &ct, should the universalists be right, is established by 





Id re^»ning of the apostle James, 3d chapter, 11th and 12th 
'^erses^' 0oth a fountain send forth at the same j^lace sweet 
irater and bitter? Can a fig tree, my brethren, bear olive-ber- 
%ies; either a vine fig^? So can no fomitain yield hoth j^||||^^ 
.^ater and fresh." No Wonder universalists have denied the ex- 
ice of a personif devil, sineo th||r have fathered all the ex- 
tfe work in creation on mis two^^ncipled deity, 
the fourth place ^^juniversalisi^s^t ^He the doctrine of 
■"^s free agencyr' ^me of them, it is true, ^ll^it that man 
i,e agent, so far as respects his submissftoi^ Ic^the requisi- 
3qf jjhe gospel, in this Ufe; but they all de% that -eternal 
i$ suspended upon any thing snuin can de iBt|t^^resen t Ufe . 
Jj|^every^|ung that can be g^ered |£^luieir standKTd 
j^ers it appdJKs that they reS^SKitbi^rb&ieh^ th4 Jrospdk 
Ltaand promSiSl^^ the final o^ti^^^i^^m th<b Jewiffen^ 
destruction of J^rusaleiril^iim^lomans: a^pilt 
rdb||^ those ^r^li^ngs to the present life. ^^M^l: 
"^^ Id: admit tl^&a& im^ ^e agent so far a9 to^^|<|^^ 
p the Afii^^^s g^mment in time. TMs the;p^ '^ 

^otSd ba4inju9t for the jJUmi^i^. 
not a^i ditoirfie than they do: ^^^^^ 
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upon HO one point^wh^rein we differ does inconsistency 61^ 
their part take a wider range. ^ 

To show that they positively deny the doctnx^W free^agen* 

■ cy^I'give you the language of Abel C. 'I'l^mas, bne of the %d^ 
tors of the^periodical alredOly mentionipr'^ In VoK^/No. ^. 
Article Jodtnal and Cogjibi^ns^ frurtti paragraph, he says^^^ll^ 
the aftern^n had two and'^^a tbali hours private controverHifi 
chat with a methodist brother. His arguments were oi the us 
al kind. As is customary with the methodists, he moucyted taf^ 
favourite hobby of free agency, and was disposed in this^wtiy to 
enter into the kingdom. When J satisfied hSn that free agency 
was a contradiction in terms, and iilformed him thai^I admitted 

^as much moral agency in min as the God of the bible had given 



J 



him. 



w 
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What the gentleman means by moral agency in cont 
tinction fiom free agency I know not. I take moral aflncy to 
mean those acts that are done by an agent that can choose an(^ 
fuse, and so are either meritorioua^ oppunishable. This is fre^ 
ncy, according to the use methodists make of the doctrine^ 
because we cannot see ho\^ actions are ei|ber morally good ootj 
bad, if man is not free to peilbnn'them or let them alone. 
> Again: Mr. HoseaC^ Ballou, in his Notes, on the ParaUKsy 
gives the follQL^ing: '^' It is a self-cvidciil fapt," says ho, " that 
neither endtesB hfippine«$8 nor endless misery is according to^e 
virtues or vices of mankind, in a finite state or limited tiirH^ ^ 

How/^Mr^JBallou became acquainted with this sen-avideait, ^| 
fq^t J^l|(£it^ot. I have to donfess that my vision is quit^D t^o*^^ I 
imperf<^et to discover ai^y ^idence that this iafH^kci. My feeble ' l| 
^ * #8ion, however, nardiscovrfed another f^^: namely, that the ' 
* Is conduct o^q|Er;first parents suqected themfilfrep or"* 
|K)8terity t% a state of ehdLpf sin, misery^ ai^^eath*; 
' Mr. Ballou, or any of his ftioiid^ #pute tJBfe, we ' 
^]iat 4id Christ come to save Wnklli^fiftmit Wit I 
\ m^ve^our race from sin, inisl^lry, andntekt: 
wewiab 
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^ould Adansi^Cius lost race have remained in Bin and misery 
and subiect ll^ death, had not Christ Jesus come to save them? 
We nHsh to ^iL^^ern another question, inseparably connef^lidd . 
with the foreffoinff$!iMect. Wfe imti them to tell us how ma^ 
Jklad came to be involviS in this lostcpnditic^ unles© they wel^ 
free agents and involved theiafa^^^^^jr an fa>use of their lifcter- 
t Mr. Ballou has made use m an argumeii% page 144, t&i 
a direct bearing on this subject. 
#" 'Mr. Ballou uses the following langua^: to wit, "If it had 
W been the intentionlpf the Divine Teacher to have given forth 
§11 evidencji^f so momentous a doctrine as that of endless pu- 
nishment, it is reasonable to supposoi he would have been more 
explicit, for the following reasons : ^ 

]|irst: It is not reasonable to suppose Qiat he would wish to 
establish, a belief in any thing which would not work ^mc bene- 
fit to the believer: "^ 

Second: If he saw that a benefit would arise to the believer 
of that sentiment from cbB^f in it, it is reasonable to supposif^ 
that he would have expressed the sentiment in plain unequivo- 
• Ipfetl terms, as our preachers nw" d(^ without Christ's example." 
f Two particulars I wish to notice, before I proceed to examine 

^ ' ^e argument spoken of on the next page. . 
[^ The first is, the charge of want of explicitness in the lan- 
|^gua§0rof the parable: the next is, our preachers holdipg forth 
^' ^4he doctrine of endless punishment, without an ex^i^m|| from 
I ^, Jesus Christ. , . .-,, ^ '' 1p^ ^ 

kj . In answer to ^ first, we remark,^|^at to give a ^ainy nne- 
c qtiivocal, literal exhibitioji of truth su]lbrse4es theus6 4^^ra- 
llies altogether: for pafables are not a literal but a metap%otir 
Cal exhibition of truth. . ^^ . 

Our Lordpin answer, to his disciples, when they questiea^ 
%^j^'he spake ta the mu)titt|^ in parables, gave thjQm^^ 

" IJfi you it ii^^gfv^n to know the KjaysteirieB of 
aven4 but to tl^liil it is not piven.'*^ ' .?^, . 
knew that his disciples wqt^ te€^ %?M(^i^l^^ 
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tilif plain unvarnished truths of the goepel in h<M|%lily of hearts 
not so the Jews: they were so filled with prejud^, and so hi^ 
gbitedin their own opinions that naked truth ff<i ji|p have been 
iosiupon tfifem: they would have spume|i,|!b/rom them: there« 
fore our ^-jpfri^ dressed up those trutiiJB$^ which they were so 
avepe from nearing, in paijikiles;'^ that their attention might 
beljhr^ittiby |i|^r novelty, fed their ingenuity exercised in 
unriddling them; so that, peradventure, while thus employ^idy 
the truth might burst- upon them and produce a conviction of 
their lost condition, as was the case with David, when Nathan 
the prophet presented to him the parable of the ewe^iamb. Na 
6sft^ David would have taj^en it in high dudg^n l&d Nathan 
$rect^ mentioned his crimq^ 

J^^H^ly: has not Jesus Christ " expessed the sentime^yxf 
endless punishment, in plain unequivocal terms? — ^^ '^^^^ ^loalX 
go away into everlasting punishmenV^bulfthe righteous into life 
eternal." — ^Matt. ch.xxv, v. 46* 

j,^^I am aware that universalists haf e done a large business al 
splitting hairs, to show that everlasting do^ not mean endless; 
but they ought to know that4he term eierlasting is inmriably 
bounded by the duration of whatever it is applied to, and thfit^ 
in this case, it is applied to the^future punishment of the wick* 
ed. This is much more s^lf-evident than Mr. Bailouts self^vi- 
dent facts, from the circumstance that it is put in contrast^^as a 
paralle|iittse with the eternal happiness of the righteous. 

To Slturn to Mr. Bailouts aqfument. In the page quoted 
above he says, in the context, ^^ If Christ had Jbeeh in ptsises- 
lion of a positive knowledge that he should finally act in an offi> 

^ iSal eajpacity, in making any portion of the human race en^^: 
lessly miserabloi^ it is most res^g^nable to suppose that tie would^ 
have kept that to hiAself, for the following reasons h is not 

* D^Etsonable that the manifestation o||BUch a fact could be oi 
service to any person living on the eai:th; for, 

^^^JFj^Stcher knew that he should administer nev^ 

p^^^w^jICLiUEiy (^ the human familyii for aem to^ 
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world, could jNp§iy be of^ no advantage to them. If it be urg^j 
m reply, tha||jb^was necessary to have this fact known, ^o UjJpT 
men mightiiK^H^alis to avpid it, let it be i^ticed, that if J,!; jpaft 
beavoidei}, it is byi|^^eans a fact." ' W- 

Mr. Ballou certainly%e^eFves cr^it for his ingfMity, but I 
cannot see the force of his n^asonx^lMhat becauselL persotHs 
ii^ danger there is no use in warning him to ese^^e. li(rj^Bad^^ . 
ht to know that such arguments cannot clog the doctrine of 
punishment in eternity v/ithout equally clogging the doctrine of 
punishment in time^ To make this plain, we will use Mr. Bal- 
Ws argument over irgain, onlvmibslituting punishment in time^ 
for punishment In eternity. •'^., 

Before we proceed Ictus observe, that we cordl^J^' l^ppi^C 
witttMr. Ballou, tiiat," it is not i*easonab|| to suppose, fl|^f ^ 
Divine Teacher would wish to establiph a belief in a^Jr ffiffig 
which would not work m)me^benefit to the believel".''' 

This being premised, we now ask, did not the Almighty know 

liefore he warned Ad^ or any o" h^ posterity what would be 

tke C(Hi$equenqe of his sins-, that he would be administering all 

miseries of time >]'^i tho fallen family pf Adam? And did 

^s^nowledge of those f jture events establish them as facts 

ftat'could not be avoided? If so^'Ms it reas(^p,ble (hat the ma- 

nifestaticn of snch a flictj|ppld be of any seI^yiq^e to any person 

IfiNiag on earth?" % ^^.^ 

^ Thus we see, that Mr. Ballou's method ©f reasoni^jg^by be- 

.Vfipif retorted, falls wh^equal weight en the advocates of punish- 

iaeat in time. Mr. Bailouts arguments will do to battle Calvin^ 

who believe that God unchangeably ordained a certain 

r to endless misery from eternity, but tli^iy will' not do to 

t us with, for we have no faitfi in the doctrine of God's-fore- 

ledgeiliaving' any infhience ovl^r our futdm destiay : for, 

taikding the AlmigU^ knew that Adam would M^fl^^^ 

ye stood forever: otherwise God dec0iirj^hiffl; ' 

ible that Deity could punish him, c^u^teatly 
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t^jtiy^r than admit that God^s foreknowledge has any binding influ- 
^ '^M^ ^n moral actions^ so that they cannot be otherwise than 
thi^i^, were theMNQO other alternative^ I ^e^ rather give 
^ up God's forekowle^e of future even ts, Jind say that he knows 
nothing about futurity, than^ive up his |poodness and admit that 
he punishes men for doii^/|^hat they cannot avoid : because 
th^re u| feme e^use for ignorance in Deity, but there is none 
for wickedness. 

As I have pledged myself to produce evidence from the stan- 
dard writers on universalism, in confirmation of my charges, 
and as I have charged them widb the dcni^ of man's free agen- 
cy, as one of their errors, I now purposeto sliow, by a quota- 
tion Jr^p^ the 158th and the 159th pages of these same Notes 
Oftj^fel^rables, tha^f Mr. Bailouts reasoning be conclusive, 
man IS ff^iecessary agent and our Maker the only bad Being in 



existence. * 






Mr. Ballou, in the reasoning above alluded to, undertakes to 
disprove the doctrine of jAdless punishni^nt, founded on the 
last clause of the parable, recorded Matt, xxv, i§ : " These go 
away into everlasliog punishment, billWhc righteous mto life 
eternal." In the 158th page, speaking on the subject of endless 
punishment, he sa^gs, '' no hesit^ion is felt in directing an argu* 
ment against thi§ general opinion, ^^ypb^ without doubt, will 
prove it erroneous.' That t||B opinion is an error is evident, and 
must be^ considered fipin thiei^^llowihg important and self-evi- 
dent facts : 

" A God of infinite wisdom, knowledge, power, goodness, jus- 
tice, and holiness can never will that which amounts to an infi- 
nite evil. This proposition is surely self-evident, as there could 
not be found a possibility of asc^^ing injustice or unholiness, or 
the contrary, to ittfinill^g^ness, if infinite el^l be iconsisteQt 
iR^ith in^te justice^^fbodness, an^^^liness. Second: If a&y ' 
poartion of the human family is finally doomed to^^^tdlessmii^iyr 
It nlust have he^^\i^ divine determination, evetfj^ffe tl 
ftioii oSmdJEk., ^^Oi is^i^lf-evident. asi it is n^nlmle t< 
Xai//i thew^itff Knowledge of D^tyi'unless it%e aUoved: 
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^ No (me pould h^^vrnwiWing to iJlow that the Divine Beiii^ 
knew, beforf he made mankind, what would be the issue of 
every trial \i^ich it is supposed will take.^ace at the 4ay of 
jlklgment. If God knew how he himself would decide every 
i^ase it surely amounts lo this; that every case wa^^hen deci- 
ded in his unchangeable mind. Thmly 

" Allowing it to have been the divine detenoiBatioiiy even be* 
fore man was made, that any should be endlessly miserable, it 
is self-evident that this determination was not pursuant to any 
act or acts of those creatures of his thus designed for puch mi- 
sery; but that it was pursuant or consonant to the divine per- 
fection so to determine. This being granted, all pretensions 
about endless punishment pursuant to the sin of the punished) is 
utterly preposterous and deceptive." 

We now purpose dragging the arguments, founded on these 
^ self-evident facts" from their obscurity into open day, to see 
-how they will look when stripped of their ambiguity and dressed 
in plain English. 

The first of Mr. Ballou's facts contains the following logical 
^furjgrumeill, when put in a logical dress ; 

The Almighty never could, consistently with his perfections, 
will an infinite evil ; 

But endless punisl%cn#^4s an infinite evil; 
Therefore God never iSHled it. ^ 

Mr. Ballou says the above is self-evident, or there would bo 
1|6 difference between, justice and injustice, holiness and unho- 
fiikess, good and evil. ^ 

Tow the flaw in the above argument consists in the taking for 
If first, that endless punishment is an infinite evil; se- 
fyf that it had its origin in the divii^jletermination, with- 
ly referenc%to man's wieke<Hness r j|pthfHP of which posi-?:. 
18 true. This I purpose snowin sf, wWl have noticed the 
ilit by which be endel^oura k>^tei^^ Ibrego&q^^^ 
?v^ find Drove to a demonsir£iSon, hy tb^taj^ipe^lhiMw 
.<^OSMN#® ^^i<^^ he tries toum on tES is• 
If own system, "* j. 
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The second << &ct^ contains the following logical argument: 

The infinite knowledge of Deity owes its existeilce to the de- 
cisions of his unchangeable mind. ^r^ 

If therefore Deity knew that any portion of the human fami* 
ly would be finally doomedjo endless misery, this knowledge re- 
sulted from the decisions Otf his unchangeable mind. 

Qr it may be put thus: ^'' 

The infinite knowledge of God cannot be maintained without 
allowing the divhie determinations, or divine decrees. 

But the infinite knowledge of God is a certainty : 

Therefore, if endless punishment be true, it is because God 
decreed it before he made man. 

Mr. Bailouts third " fact" contains the following logic : 

If endless punishment was determined before thexreationof 
man it could not be pursuant to any thing that took place after 
the creation of man : 

But the sinful acts of the creature took place afler man was 
created; . 

Therefore, endless punishment was not det^miined pursuunt 
to man^s sinful act§. ** 

. The inference that the gentleman would draw from the above 
is contained in the following logical argument: 

If endless punishment is not deteriiiihed pursuant to UMUI^s 
wicked actions it must flow from the perfections of Deity; 

But endless punishment is inconsistent with the perfection^ of 
Deity; ^ \^ 

Therefore, endless punishment is preposterous and deceg* 
tive. 

The whole of the above reasoning is founded on false prcai^r 
ses, and in plain English runs thus : If 1Sod knew, befcKTQ lie 
made man, that an J^portion of the human Mlily would be^p4^ 
iessly miserable, he must have ^preed it £rom eternit3^;>^^ 
God^s infinite knowliedge of future events cannot be 
without adfldittingiiis. divine d^bMHPf^^il?^ oribcrees; 
other wmrds, CMI^fiows nothi 
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Now theseiirguinents of Mr. Ballouy if they proves aiiy thing 
prove too mu^: for, if God can only know future events be* 
cause he determined them, it follows, of course, that as he 
knows all things, it is because he has decreed all things.. Nowy 
this is the literal and unmixed doctrtne of old school Calvinism, 
in respect to God^s decrees, pfof^ed upcni its legs by the doc- 
trine of God's foreknowledge^ * ^ 

I now ask my readers to say if I have not sustained my last 
position; namely, that if Mr. Bailouts reasoning is correct, man 
is a necessary agent, and God the only bad Being in existence? 
That universalism robs man of moral agency and makes God 
the author of sin, is abundantly evident from the testimony af- 
fotded by various writers (m that system. See an Essay On the 
Original Creation of Man, published in the New York Chris- 
tian Messenger and Philadelphia Universalist. The writer there 
says, the reason why God did not hinder sin from entering into 
the creation was, that ^^ it was his will it should be ;'' and then 
makes use of the following argument to prove it: ^^ If any thing 
is done agaim^the yrH^ of God, . what providence or omnipo- 
1"^' tepee doe^ it leave him P That is, in plain English, sin and ini- 
^ac0ord with the will of God, and are brought about by his 
ipoteace and providence! 

iOther writer in we same periodical, articlerMpral Power 

itiniverisalism, says, ^^man cannof l<^e or hatP%bm choice, 

^Mare" than he can believe or reject, according to his plea- 

.^' See this article, reviewed at full length, in the follow- 

pages. Thus much to show that their standard writers de- 

)^e doctrine of man's free agency, and in so doing make God 

i^thor of sin. 

%» &cts and ar guments made use of by Mr. Ballou, as quo- 

\d)Ove, are al^R^t a literal repetition of the language of a 

|I^I|^r,,a Cafvinistic writer, who published a pamphlett 

^ears ago, in western Pennsylvania, in vindication 

cte^|«^8, JQi^hili^A^^ use of the following^^ 
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eternity, he then says, certain foreknowledge ofpes its exist* 
ence to an unchangeable decree. To show the^|ibsurdity anc| 
fallacy of such a scheme, it is only nececfsary% notice a few 
simple particulars. , 

First, if foreknowledge owes its existence to a decree of God, 
it could not have existed frottieternity, for the best of reasons: 

First,; the effect cannot exist as- soon as the cause that pro^ 
duccd it: 

Secondly, a decree is a legislative act, and when applied to 
Peity is an act of the Divine mind. This being the case, there 
was a time when that act took place. If so, neither the decree j 
nor the knowledge consequent upon it are eternal: but, 1 

In the third place, if Deity had to decree all future eventss 'i 
so as to give existence to his knowledge of those events, then j 
God decreed what he knew nothing about until after he had de^ i 
creed it: * . '■: 

Fourthly, if God foreknew all things from all eternity, then ''> 
his foreknowledge is as old as his decree ; that is the effect is aa^ ^ 
old as the cause that produced it. , i% * i 

I will now point out the fallacies of Mr. Bailouts first argu-? /^ 
ment. j 

He calls endless punishn^ent an infinite evil. This is not t&e^ ^i 
fact. Punishment, to make it an infinit^vil, must be infinf^^ 
both in degrefand duratii:^; but this is not the case. Maii^^j 
be subjected to an infinite evil, must commit an infinite offen^^' ' 
This he could not do without having an infinite law to keep aip^ 
an infinite capacity to obey. Then, should he transgress, Im^ 
would commit an infinite ofifence, and of course incur the intfis^, 
tion of an infinite evil, with an infinite capacity to suffer.. 

Again ^^ the duration of a sinncr^s puni shme nt is as £a,t 
being infinite as its degree; and yet it ma^lPH endless.^ 
Mr. Shinn, on ^<The Infinity of Christ's Utonemei^ 
^red^^ where he uses the following argument :^fwiaff tb0i^^ 
a pfecise point of t^e n^en JaililHiiibiaaient 
we take 
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duration, and%)ok Lack at the point where any particular per- 
son's duration began : is it not completely finite, limited, and 
measurable, which infinity cannot be? Will it be said that it 
is infinite, because it is always enlarging? Nay, this is the 
tery thing that proves the duration to be finite, because infini- 
ty cannot be enlarged. If we say a creature's duration is in- 
finite because it is perpetually enlarging, then the duration of 
a day or an hour is infinite ; for our time was as regularly en- 
larging during the first hour of our lives as it ever will be." 
' Thus you see, Mr. Ballou's argument, founded on the im- 
possibility of the Almighty willing an infinite evil, by having 
its main prop (infinity) knocked from under ft, tumbles into 
ruins at once. 

", The other fallacy of Mr. Ballou's reasoning, which I pro- 
mised to point out is his allowing endless punishment, if true, 
.^to have had its origin in the divine determination, and not in 
\ jSl^miance of man's sins. 

: ^he argumejats by which Mr. Ballou attempts to support 

•iflii^ conclusion^ave been already noticed: to which we add 

*tt6 following! we are entirely satisfied, that when infinite 

4m|fionx unfolded the grand plan of creation to the divine mind, 

' ^ pte goodness had no difficulty & assigning to each indivi- 

Ids field of labour, without supposing it necessary that 

tedness should be any part of that plan. Not so with the 

fbrsalists. They supp^e^ that wickedness was a very ce- 

^1 part of the plan tfiat infinite wisdom devised for man's 

iiness : so much so, that they say " man would never have 

wmwhat iiappiness was, had he never sinned." See An 

ly on the Original Creation of Man, quoted above. 

ly : Anoth^Htruth they set aside is the doctrine of di- 
mercy. 

C^^Spear, whose essay is sufficiently noticed in the follow- 
I, amply sustains us in making this charge, as wJH 
^^ iilblJirs arrive at thafpa&of the work. 
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God never exercises mercy in Ihe forgiveness ^ein, bis longo 
sufiering, so far from being a Isindness, degiapBrates into « 
Curse : for if tbe Almighty does not wait <p man, in order thfit 
tn opportunity may bj3 afforded him to bave his guilt canceliodf 
ilinust be for the piyrpose of sinking him into a deeper bell. 
. Bu^it flaay. be objected that our doctrine involves the^ame 
difficulty, seeing that the Almighty knows bef(H*e-hand whe^ 
tberthe sinner will yield to the overtures of mercy, durkig 
the exercise of God's long-suffering. If not, this very long* 
suffering then becomes the occasion of an aggravated damnar 
lion. Suppose it should, does it necessarily follow that our 
view is incorrect, and theirs free from objection — that ours is 
the quintessence of error, and theirs the real Simon pure? . 

Let us test this question. To place it in a fair light, I give 
you the language of Mr. C. Spear, New York Christian Mes- 
senger and Philadelphia Universalist. In Vol. 4, No. 33, aiti* 
cle Moral Power of Universalism, he says, " herein lies the 
moral power of universalism: it provides no way for the sinii* 
ner to escape ; at the same time it urges him tAepentance, net 
that be may avoid punishment, but in order to prevent a rej>ei» 
tition of the offence." 

Again; Mr. S. J. Hillyer, inanswe^toC. G. Selleck, s 
periodical, No.^O, has the following language: "that G^ 
render unto every man according to bis deeds, is a trutk ||ita 
firmly believed and as positively taught by universalists|ifif' ~ 
any other: yea, Ihey are the only^^ople that consistenUy 
tend, that he that doelh wrong shall receive for the wc^aj^ 
which ho hath dene, and that there is no respect of pe 
for all other denominations holdout a way of escape from, 
just demerit of sin, through the medium^ certain ineMll» 
though it is said that God will by no mesBs clear tbe f^^i^ 

Here we have the unequivoeal testimony of, tvo 
^jApt universalism provides no wayiorthe sintierjlo 
^tathe must suifr the entir«sl^p^i:ilgg&i^.ei^^^ 
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gospel plan tf salvation was a way of escape, w^rebysiixr 
might ai|^ the wrath to come : but if the Almighty waits 
man^ witblHtl any design of cancelling his punishment, on 
Condition of repentance, it is evident that his long'-sufFering i* 
nothing but a name. "Bhis is sclf-evidenlv if universalism he 
ime, from the following fact: here is a person who lives as an 
i^focious sinner; for threescore and ten j'cars^: apd oa bi* 
dbsath^bed repents: what advantage does this man obtain from 
Ifee long-suffering of Deity? Not an exempticm ftx>m tfie just 
fvtiishment due to transgression ; for universalism provides no 
mmy for the sinner to escape. Will it be said ih^it he obtains 
repentance? And pray what benefit is repentance to him^ 
$iMii^ it does not save him from the punishment due fo his 
' *^imes? Nor will it be a means of saving him from future pti- 
ws^ent, if there is no future punishment to be saved from. 
WMit he said that it is to " prevent a repetition of the offence ?'* 
pMi C« Spear on the Moral Power of Universalism. 
^/4#1 hope universalians will not say that sin can be repeated 
)ath. Neither will it be said that it is to qualify the shot? 
»;for heaven; for this would suppose, that if a man dies with* 
rf^entance, he must either go to hell, or he must go to hea* 
L^^ithout a qualification, one of the two. If we have come 
ittitfkir conclusions from the premises afforded us, we 
^t some of our universalian friends will set us right, 
let us examine the conclusions to which our premises 
us in reference to^od's long-suffering. We believe 
^#e long-suffering g^^ness of God is exercised towards 
lifer the purpose of gluing them space to repent, so 
door of mercy may be-#pcned for the remission of sins, 
penalty be thereby wiped away, 
ttsalists tbemselves agree that repeotance is intended 
r^^^a repenition of the offence; but they say nothing 
led thereby than the lienefit that may accrue to 
lilj^bcBUE^ iu^t fscm a repc^tition of his offeocf|.. ^ 
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race to a helpless and hopeless coadition, from l|^ich helpless \ 
and hopeless condition they could never have h^n extricated 
but through the interposition of Jesus Christf .aiad that but for 
this interposition this hopeless condition would have been end- 
less: for we hold it to be a self-evident absurdity to admit the 
absolute necessity of a redeemer^ and yet say the condition ^ 
man was involved in was not endless. Now to prevent this j 
hopeless condition from being endless, two things were neces- 
sary. It was necessary, in the first place, that justice shoulj^ ' 
be satisfied with the grant of pardon to the guilty : in the sp^ \ 
cond place the reformation of the ofiender, and his subsequent 
establishment in good principles, was necessary, for the secu- 
rity 5f univei'sal right in future. The rights of God and jps^UDi 
had been invaded by the introduction of moral evil: the in&^ 
ence of the pure and righteous principles of God's holy gov- * 
emment had been obstructed by rebellion. The purity of that 
government must be maintained. This could have beenijiljijr ^ 
manifested and maintained by an infliction of the consequen- 
ces of man's transgressions : but this would not accord «4^ .| 
the designs of mercy : " for God so loved the world that lie gav|^ f4 
his only begotten Son, that whosoever belie veth in him sboiyid 
not perish, but have everlasting lifer" John, iii, 16. Agai% 
Romans, v, 8, " But God commendeth his love towards' ueysi 4tA 
that while we were yet -sinners, Christ died fojf us." 

We are now ready to^show wherein we differ from unjyi 
lists, and I cannot do it better th^in the language of ^i 
the Romans, ch. iii, verses 23,^4, 25, 26; "for all ' 
sinned and come short of the^lory of God; being jus: 
freely by his grace, through tbisr redemption ;that isii^ 
Jesus, whom God hath set forth* to be a^pt^itiatioin t] 
faith in his blood, to declare his righteouaaess. 
sion of sins that are past, through the fofibea|aiiGe.4a^>' 
declare, I say, at this time, his righteoiisfiess, 
t^ just and the justifies of him which 
IVewiU notice 
>t c^p 
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- The fifgt ^tH^culaT to wbii^h ^f alieatiQH is 6aH|^ i$ tbp 
clondition of Adam^s fallen family, expressed in the fir^t clau^ 
jrf the text: « fer all have eipHed mdi come short of t^ gkry 
rfGod.^' 

Ttiis clanse plainly shows thg,t God originally intended thagt 
Ms glory, or glorious nature should be displayed by a cordii^l 
fiibmission, on the part of man, to the righteous raf^r^ mentf 
iff God's holy government, under the influence of which th* 
glorious nature of God would have been displayed in making 
iiim happy: but by sinning against God he has abridged this 
^orious dii^lay, and rendered it necessary for God to 
display his glorious nature in another way. That way if 
pointed to in the next clause: "being justified freely by hi;? 
f^isu^e through the redemption that is in Jesus Christ.^' Here^ 
|he&, ^f as by the ofience of one, judgment came upon all men^ 
i9ito condemnation, even so, by the righteousness of one th^ 
4fi^ gifl came upon all men, unto justification of life.'' 
' These passages show that the Almighty is now about to 
Wdke a oew displo-y of his glorious nature. Here the apostl^ 
i^^s as, that the Almighty, by his free and unmerited gracej 
loust introduced a plan of redemption through Jesus Christ ; that 
ilbereas sinful nature was introduced into the human heart, 
<*ly the offence of" Adam, even so the righteous nature 
J'^sus Christ, imparted in a scted of life, has raised 
to a state of "initial justification," him "God has 
»rth," openly to the wo|^d, " to be a propitiation, through 
in his blood." ^. 

te?e we learn that the deam of Christ, " who died for our 
f^ " declared hk^ |>ighteoi!bqess," or in other words, dis- 
ced the pure ifmire of his holy government. Now, the 
nature of God's holy government could have been dis- 
In the execution of his righteous penalty on the sinner; 
j^ loved the world, that he chose to display it in a 
:iiMrQ gloriou9 way. Thus we see the death of Christ 
;pb^ Vi^^ qA thQ piofl of Deity, for .the exercise of 
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• blood of Jesus, should open the way for its exorcise on the part 
of man. ' \r 

Universalists deny, that man^s past sins «ro forgiven at all. 
"Repentance is urged," says Mr. Spear, "not to avoid the 
punishment, but to prevent a repetition of the ofTence.'*— 
Paul says this righteous display of God's just indignation | 
against sin is set forth in the propitiation made by the death of \ 
his Ron, for the express purpose, that " through faith in his 
blood the remission of past sins" should take place, through 
the forbearance, Or long-suffering of God. Paul repeats the 
declaration, in the next vcrpe, that the death of Christ so ex- 
hibited the righteousness of his government, as to make it ac- 
cord with justice for God to justify, or forgive, the believer 
in Jesus. This is the ground upon which God's long-suffering 
or forbearance, as Paul has it, is exercised. The purity of 
God's government is displayed, but not secured, by the death 
of his son. The rebels were yet running at large. A submis- 
sion, on thcii* part, was essential to the full manifestation of 
God's gracious design in the death of his Son. That design 
was to raise man from his ruined condition and restore him to 
happiness. This could not be done without restoring him to 
holiness. Hence faith in Jesus Christ is essential to the sal- 1 
vation of a lost world. 

I am aware that universalists may object to this, as I baf^r.,J 
discovered that an objection here is with them a favourite bob- ''^ 
by. They say, believing in Jestts Christ does not consiittlte Jfl 
him a saviour; for, was he not ^saviour previous to the act (j(^ J 
believinff that act cannot make him a saviour. Hence' 
discard faith as being essential to the sdjlM^on of a lost 
They admit it to be essential to spiritual or moral happtness'iji 
this life. They admit that " to be spiritually minded is lifd nlHt "^ 
peace," and that ^^he that believe th hath everlasting id^)^ 
he that believeth not shall not see life, but tho wttftlf 
aibid^th on him." Now this is aljLwe ask; viz. the aduii 




^n^|^.that faith kess^tial tQWial hapinnesss ' if li \ 
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ral happiness. To save man from" dying without this consqious 
happiness, this spiritual enjoyment, God's long-siuffering, is 
siexercised towards 4iim, and his spirit strives with him, to bring 
Mm. to repentance, so that he may be saved from the wrath to 
come. If tins is not what God's long-suffering is exorcised for 
I think it would puzzle a philosopher to tell for what it was ex- 
ercised. 

If God's long-suffering is exercised so that man may have 
space for repentance, and for that repentance to end in the 
reformation of the offender and his establishment in good 
principles, so that he may obtain the remission of his past 
sins, the whole scheme of redemption is thus carried into ef- 
fect, in accordance with the principle of God's moral govern- 
ment, so far as redemption relates to man as a moral agent. 

A few words in refercuce to the universalian view of faiths 
a^ exhibited above. 

V The universalists are as wide of the mark in their notions, 
yoa faith, as they are on every other part of the Christian sys- 
f^kemi which has become, in iheir hands, like the Irishman's 
.'knife, that he kept for antiquity sake: it had been his grand- 
father's, his father's, and his own, and although it had woi-n 
'^0^t two or three blades and three or four handles, it was slill 
le same knife his grandfather first bought. But it may be 
in reply^ " We insist that our syftem is the genuine Chris- 
system:" so did the Irishman. Hi3 insisted, that the k»ife 
his grandfather's kniiigi, but that did not make it so. But, 
it be said that this wittid^m is too ludicrous for the gravity 
IL; Geological work, we observe that when beset by ricficu- 
arguments, ^^considef^it almost a prostitution of theno- 
gifl of reasoilMRLttcmpt a serious refutation : yet lest our 
lents should suppose we have nothing but ridicule to meet 
%ith, we make the following brief reply : 
rliave no hesitation in admitting that truth in the absttact 
^liiDre afiected by bur belief or disbelief, than the light of 
%iE^ected byour evening or Cutting our eyes: nefer- 
"^ik&i, m itB applicatioQ to V%» \oal ex>Ti^>5LOTi <SV 
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as tbo only mediuia through which wq o&q ohtftiQ a Imowlei 
of our MakoF, whom to tcopw is life oterai^l, is Visry seriously 
affected by our belief or disbehef. An abstract faith iu Josi 
Christ, as the Saviour of the world, who died for our sins, ai 
|x>se again for our justificalion, and who is the resurrectioi 
and the life, is not gospel faith : if it is, I have no doubt tl 
the Roman inquisitors were blest with as large a share of i| 
as any body else, even while they were burning men to death 
by hundreds. ^ 

Gospel faith is a faith that works by love and purifies th<K 
heart; for tiie apostle says, it is with the heart man believef^^ 
unto righteousness. An abstract belief of the truth may h0 
admitted into the undei*standing, as is the case with all wicke4^ 
men, who believe in Christianity : but that faith may be i|iflu#^ 
ential as a prii^ciple of action, it must take hold of truth with^ 
the united embrace of the understanding and the afiections. 

For the sake of making this subject plain, we will attempt 
an illustration of truth. 

As j^ht is the medium by which we behold the upjveriej^f* 
and through which we avail ourselves of that rich provisioit*'s^ 
that nature's God has furnished for our temporal enjoyment, b<i * 
truth is that spiritual light that emanates from Christ, the SuctK 
of Righteousness, who is the light of the moral world. As th0 
8ua is the light of the natural world, and as the eye is the ia^j 
let of natural light, so faith is the inlet of moraj light; aaff^;j 
whereas Christ, accordmg to the tefiftimony of John, ch. i, v. 
is ^''the true light which lightcth ,f very man that cometh iat 
the world." Christ himself says, John, viii, 12, "I am 
light of the world ; he that foUoweth me sh^ not walk in dai 
©esB, but shall have the light of life." *SP 

Ifow, what do we learn from all this? Do we. not see tli«|^ 
Chiist Jesus, as the spiritual light of n^in, illuminatea 
diy!||i: and benighted minds of the fallen children of meil 
a tijbiii9 sense o( their sinful and lost condition t and 19 i^^ 
that a eoiitj^iiance in sio; ia opposdticii to thid 
tfooy conaritiitftff a rejecfiott of Cmfetl fm 
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self sayS) John i», 19^20, 21, "This is the condemnation, that 
light is come into the world, and men loved darkness rather 
tbuvL light, because their deeds were evil^ for every one that 
^^oeth evil hateth the light, neither cometh to the light, lest 
l|is deeds should be reproved: but he that doeth trujth cometh 
^ the light, that his deeds may be made manifest,, that they 
i^e wrought in God." 

. The fact is this ; universal and saving light is vouchsafed to 
Jew and Gentile, bond and free, high and low j the design of 
iKbich is to illuminate the dark and benighted understandings 
of the children of men, for the purpose of bringing them to 
1^ Jmowledge of God, which is life eternaL 
. I have said that Jews and Gentiles are the subjects of thi» 
gracious visitation. It is -in this way that the benefits of 
Christ^s death are so universally diffused ; for as spiritual 
4eath has been diffused by the first Adam, so its antidote spiri- 
tufU life has been equally diffused by the second Adam. It is 
^18 light and life that is struggling in the souls of wicked men, 
^gain the ascendancy ever the darkness and corragjon of 
fidlen nature, termed in scripture the strivings of Goo's spi- 
;:|^Gen. vi, 3. Notwithstanding the superiority of the gospel 
dispensation over the dispensations of the Gentiles and the 
•If^s, yet that same light (for it is still the same) continues to 
fl^oei^in the darkness of human nature, even among profes- 
tap^^ of .Christianity, "and the darkness comprehendeth it 
" ^ JiJbxiy i, 5. How many are there among the professed 
^Bt^of Jesus who, when this heavenly, this divine mo- 
convinces them of siifj call it cpnscience, think it is 
ig belonging to or a part of man's nature, treat it as an 
^l^tcome intrudei||tand banish its convictions from the mind! ' 
^jhere quote a passage from the Journal of Job Scot (a 
^writer) page 14 on this very subject, that defies criti- 
j^thus" says he "the Jews while they were expecting 
coming, knew him not when he came : they overlooked 
his mknn and ordinary appearance : thought ho 
|^90t|/f^ born amimg them: and so rejected|^ 
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abused, and finally put him to death: but they were mistakenr 
in his pedigree: his descent was from . heaven ; and God, not 
Joseph was his father. Just so are thousands now mistaken/ 
as to the dignity and origin of God's spirit within them. Tbep 
think it is of man a part of his nature and being — whereas it 
is the very life, power, and substance of God. Its descent is 
as truly from heaven as that of the Lord Jesusr He came ia? 
that low, mean, and ordinary appearance, a« to outward show 
and accommodations, teaching us thereby not to despise tho- 
day of small things, nor overlook the littleness of the motions 
of Divine life in our own souls, and when he compares tho 
kingdom of heaven, which ho expressly ^ays is within, t0 
outward thmgs, he very instructively inculcates to us, that 
the beginnings of it are small, a little leaven: a little seed: m 
grain of mustard seed, the least of all seeds, Math, xiii, 31, 32; 
This is true in the inward, whatevex it be in the outward ; for 
the seed of the kingdom is the least of all the seeds of the field 
or garden of the heart, other seeds sprout, spring up, and talra^' 
the a||fcptioi^ while the incorruptible seed, the word Gk)d| 
in the heart, is overlooked, trampled uiider, and despised." ' 
If this is the spiritual condition of Christendom, notwithstaiid^ 
ing their superior advantages, how deplorable is and must 
have been the condition of the heathen world, who have beenr 
and still are destitute of those advantages. It was to ohviat»^ 
those disadvantages that the glorious gospel of the son of Qod ^ 
was introduced, so that the luminous beams of truth migli|^%f -^ 
brought to bear with more direct evidence upon the htt4ai^5>^ 
intellect. ^ ^-^^Y 

"'■' \. \ ^ 

We will now endeavor to show how faith in JtemstLves^H^ J^, 
soul. As a condition without which mai^pianiiot be saved li^ '-^ 
time or etemit}r^ it ought to be evident to the reflectiii)|^i|QiilOk^^ f 
that the revelation of the gospel scheme of pedeinfitv 
exhibited in the new iestament, has nothing saving n|it 
a^ji superior inean» |f aroiising^'in^i^s atteittiQik'io^^ 
eiMN6% as. # liuieti i Wfaal». 
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fliioUs nature and horrid criminality of moral evil, wd the 
ieep depravity of the human heart, that nothing less than the 
4aiKh of ihe.son of God could save him, £rom his guilty condi- 
tion^ and rescue him from the penalty d^e to his crimes; and 
lliii^t nothing short of the agency of God^s holy apirit could 
i^yEict^^ him and ^t him for heaven? If man cordially accedes 
|G^ this soul humbling view of human guilt and depravity, from 
% conviction of its truth, it will bring him to a throne of mercy 
to <^tain the remission of his past sins and the sanctification 
ifif his nature j for both are included in the redemption by Jesus 
Oirist. 

The apostle Paul dwells largely, in his Epistle to the Ro- 
mans, on this plan of salvation, through faith in the son of God. 
Isk the third chapter, he gives a soul sickning view of human 
depravity and guilt. 

y tn the same chapter he tells us that a propitiation hsd been 
flsade by Jesus Christ; so that he who believes in Jesus is 
Midoned and stands justified from the guilt 6^||is pa^t sins. 
ift the commencement of the fiflh chapter he gives us the 
eonsequence of this salvation by faith ^^therefore being justi- 
l|bd by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ, by whom also we have access, by faith, into this grace, 
f^erein we stand.^' 

Here the apostle shows plainly that this gracious state of 

Ion and acceptance, though it was the free and ui^merited 

inty of heaven, extended to mankind through the death of 

is^ it was suspended on faith, as a condition. 

further consequence of this faith he gives us by showing 

effect on the sinner^s moral condition ; he'' is put in posses- 

of a "hope that maketh not ashamed, because the love of 

is shed abroad in our hearts, by the Holy Ghost, that is 

unto us.'' 

the sixth chapter, he gives a further account i^ 

IvaticHi. After adverting to the depravity in which 

been involved, he, in the 22d verse, sayd, <^ but now 
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being made free from sin and become servants toGod,^e havo 
your fruit unto holiness, and the end everlasting life.^' 

I now observe, in conclusion, that if the bible teaches any 
other plan of saving^nners than that which has been noticed 
above, I have overlooked it. If there is not, then unless men 
believe in Christ, the spiritual light and life of men, and are 
flaved from sin by the influence of this light and life, they must 
r-emain unsaved. 
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ESSAY I. 



The Nature of GodPs Moral GoverfMeni Considered. 

"Therefore, hearken unto me, ye men of understanding. Far be it from 
God that he should do wickedness, and the Ahnighty that he should com- 
mit iniquity; for, the work of a man will he render unto him, and cause 
every man to find according to his ways ; fijr he will not lay upon man more 
than right, that he should enter into judgment with God." — Book of Job^ 
Chap, 34, venei 10, 11, 23, "Hearken unto me ye men of understanding." 

In commenting on this passage we observe, by way of in- 
troduction, that the first clause in our text is a direct appeal to 
man's judging faculties. 

. It is very obvious to tho reflecting mind that man stands 
pre-eminently conspicuous in the creation, as the suWect of 
very special endowments. He was originally made a ^^^MBf 
of the divine nature, created in the image oitfU) p^Kf 
which consisted in the^ liberty of choice, the ^^Foi deter- 
mining his own actions, with an understanding capable of in- 
vestigating the principles of God's moral government. Hence 
the propriety of the above appeal, in our text. The excellen- 
cy of the divine character and the impartial administration of 
his government, o^ep'tuid towards his creatunfilan, is a sub- 
ject* most worthy of o^ attention, and cannot w|Mw) fully un- 
^^ derstood. God's moral nature is the fountain of^Kiral happi- 
ness, and the better we understand that nature the more fully 
me are qualified to appreciate its €^^ super iority over eve- 
other source of enjoyment. ^i^^ -f^^^ 
^^^ This is life eternal," says the B^ftiatteil|j|(^knpi^* thee 

^ ' ' *' hn 




t<mly true God and Jesus Christ wl 

Jr xvii, 3. 
from all these considerations it is o'J^nOptly 1m^ ot 

Merest to give the subject a full ahdisntire investigation: 
our duty, because we owe all possible se^vde 1A qns 
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Maker^s govemrbent : hence, to be able to render such service 
we must be well acquainted with the principles of that govern- 
mei\t; otherwise we cannot know the service that is required 
of us, and consequently will be un&ble to render it : 2dly, our 
interest — ^for, if eternal happiness results from the knowledge 
of God, we must kii^ God, in order to be happy; and if that 
knowledge is dependent upon the exercise of our thinking 
powers, our eternal interest must depend upon the improve- 
ment of our imderstanding. 

The second clause in our text asserts the excellence of 
God's moral character:. "Far be it from God that he should do 
wickedness, and from the Almighty that he should commit ini- 
quity." 

This shows that all God's actions are at the utmost distance 
from sin, and like the streams that issue from a fountain, are 
exactly of the same nature. God is the great fountain of mo- 
ral esGdftence, the entire streams from which flow pure and 
linated with the smallest degree of imperfection.— 
|th^|ttity of the divine procedure, as expressed i^ the 
third claifl^HP)ur text: ^ For the work of a man will he ren« 
der unto n^, and cause every man to find according to his 
ways; for he will not lay upon man more than right, that he 
should enter into judgment with God," 
' No language can be more expressive tha^this of man's free 1 
agency and a^|DuntabiIity to the moral go'Mlnment of his Ma- [| 
ker, nor set ^Kh in plainer terms the equity and impartiftiity 
of the divine administration. Here it is unequivocally asserted 
that God will render to every man according to his ways. If 




man is not a free agen 

ments, th 

penalties. 

Nothing^* 

wia^^a&i 

of ^luiMa's^ 

anc^..fThia 

lord 

his 




able of fulfilling the diidne require* 

uity nor justice in the inflictiQii ci 

be any wisdom in granting rewards* 

sistent than to ^suppose Aat infinite 

d enjoin impossible conations mi aay 

d then punish them for iioil^peirfi^ 

lay upont man rmt^ Aktu-I^^l^ 
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Shinn^s Essay Gn the Plan of Salvation gives die following 
view of God's moral government: 

** If we would understand the scheme of redemption cor- 
rectly, it is necessary for us to trace ^e economy of provi- 
dence and the principles of moral government to their eternal 
fountain. Reason and revelation teach us something of the 
moral nature of God. This nature is the proper foundation of 
all just conclusions in divinity, and unless we bring our views 
of redemption to this criterion our inferences are all drawn in 
the dark. We will, therefore, as the foundation of out present 
superstructure, lay down the following positions, which will, 
we presume, be admitted without hesitation, and, I trust, sup- 
ported by correct and conclusive evidence, t 

" First : the Almighty Ruler of the heavei^ and the earth, 
being glorious in holiness and perfect in\goodness, enjoys un- 
ceasing and infinite folicity : ^; 

** Secondly : this complete and perfectjiappiness is ffgt de- 
rived from any thing foreign from himself; but ^^fyiKs froi^ the 
harmony and perfections of his eternal attribul^^ 

Third : He is perfectly free and voluntary in an his actions, 
becaAise he is omnipotent and cannot be controlled by any other 
' power or authority. To deny his free agency is to ascribe our 
being and hap{Hness to necessity; seeing, if God be not a free 
agent, our being'and happiness depended not upon his liberty 
of option, and could not be otherwise than they are. 

" Fourth : there is no immoral principle in his nature, and 

no error or mistake can ever enter into his infinite min-'. He 

is the same, yesterday, to-day, and forever: therefore he never 

^3las done nor ever will do any thing but what is eternally just, 

llifight, and kind. ^ 

i'r- HFiflh: this great and immortal Being, froni the pur^ bene- 

ieof his nature, was influenced to create variou&jpders 

.|]^fligent and moral creatures, that J^^ lliight bebw his 

and participate in his felicity. , ^^ 4 i^^ 
^ Sixth: ti^^bis end, it was neces 
WfkiSidiag^^^Tty, and 
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of Deity results from his own nature, it is evident that his 
creatures, to partake of the same kind of enjoyment, must 
possess a degree of the same nature : otherwise, we say, his 
nature is essential, and at the same time not essential, to mo- 
ral happiness. ^^' 

" That God did, in fact, endow hiis creatures with free agen- 
cy, is evident from their fall : for, if they were not free, it is 
certain that they were made wicked, or else were driven into 
sin by some other power, if they were made wrong, the fault 
was in their maker, not in themselves; and if they were forced 
into sin by the agency of another, God only could be the au- 
thor of it, because there was no other power in the universe. 
Therefore we are reduced to this dilemma : either to believe our 
Creator is essentially wicked, or that his creatures were made 
free and introduced evil by an abuse of their liberty. 

" But why was this agency,'Dr active power, bestowed upon 
them, seeing that it might, by being abused, involve Grod's 
creatures in misery? We must answer that it was essential to 
the enjoyment of moral happiness, or that it was not. If it was 
this good and perfect gift was the result of the divine goodness : 
if it was not, then God bestowed a useless power upon his crea- 
tures, which could do them no good, and might prove fatal to 
their tranquillity. If he gave it in order to ruin them, we charge 
him with malevolence, and if we say he gave it for no end, 
we charge him with folly. Therefore the only modest and ra- 
tional conclusion is, that he gave it through benevolence, be- 
cause it was essential to their spiritual or moral happiness. 

" Seventh : to secure and perpetuate the happiness of his 
children God gave them a law, or moral government, founded 
upon thr^ttributes of his own nature : for as his felicity results 
from the pej^e^ons of his own nature, the govenMnent, to 
promote theirs, must be established upon the same p4wit 

plea^ ■ \,\f^.,': ■•. ■' ■^7, ^!i'^ 

There are >^t tlu'ee kinds ci laws tbftt we ii&a ha^i 
adeqi^te jgjpf^c^ll^^ ||^ first, the law <^team»^^^^^ 

m| sefiM; the h^^^mff 
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ed on the inferior orders of animated nature; and third, ^ the 
mechanical laws of matter.'^ 

Now, that man never was, nor ever can be placed under ei- 
ther of the latter laws, is evident, from^ God^s having made 
him in his own image, pslpof which c<msisted in the power of 
determining his own actions; and the very circumstance oi 
his ^ giving him a moral law,^^ is of itself an incontestible evi- 
dence <^ this free agency ; for had God intended to regulate all 
their actions either by the law of animal sagacity, or the force 
of destiny, nothing more would have been necessary than to 
have subjected them to the instincts of brutal existence, or, to 
the mechanical laws of matter; because these were entirely 
sufficient to accomplish the end : and if God intended that an- 
gels dnd men should be governed by either of the latter laws, 
would not a moral law be both useless and ridiculous? J 

Brutal nature is governed by the- law of instinct, and " the 
el6nients of nature are moved by mechanical influence. If the 
actions of men and angels are all directed in the same way they 
need no other law, and are as incapable of moral government 
as a brute, a stone, or a tree. 

" If it be asked, why was not the will inclined to choose the 
prefer means of happiness, as necessarily as it is inclined to 
choose happiness as its end, in preference to misery, the pro- 
per answer is, that it was impossible for creatures to possess 
moral rectitude, and of consequence moral happiness, without 
^e liberty of option, or which is the same, without a degree 
of power which essentially implies that agency of will that can 
choose one thing or the other, that can perform an action or 
emit the performance of it, that can determine, or oixiftthe de- 
.termination. '^fl^i, 

■ **<If this be true, it clearly follows that the tH^li why God 
not hinder the introduction of moral evil, 1>y il^Q^g it^im- 
>ie for his creatures to sin, was because it edi^. not be 
dng it impossible for any cs^Q^^vp^ to'epjoy 
^oral happiness 0r its co 
^, beeause God is love, and 
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lighteth to see his creatures enjoy that sublime felicity, which 
the chains of destiny would have deprived them of forever. - 

^^ It follows also, from the same principle, that as the chief 
happiness of angels i^nd men. consisted in the voluntary exer- 
cise of th^ir faculties, and as it wat|pK)ssible for those faculties 
to be directed wrong, it was necessary for the nature and law 
of God to be communicated to their understanding : both to 
inform them how to act and to furnish motives to good conduct. 
To this end, the nature and effects of good»and evil were made 
known to them, according to their capacity of receiving this 
knowledge,* the divine beneficence was displayed before 
them, inasmuch as the law was calculated to promote universal 
happiness, while justice guarded their liberty by all the sanc- 
tions of supreme authority. 

"But how is it to be determined whether the principle 
itself be a truth or a mere hypothesis? My reasons for believ- 
ing it a truth are derived from the attributes of God. We 
will appeal to those sacred perfections which we all acknow- 
ledge, and which are supported by the clear evidence of 
reason and revelation. Why were motives offered or warnings 
given to angels or men but because, it was possible for them 
to act wrong; and why were they made in a state in which it 
was possible for them to act wrong, but because power or 
agency was essential to their happiness ? That they were not 
bound to the right by necessity is a matter of fact, as both 
angels and men departed from their first estate, by rebellion 
against their Creator's laws j and if we say they could have 
been as happy in a • state of absolute fatality, as in that of 
moml lii|0rty, it will follow that God had no regard to their 
f^icity, in givix^ them the power of self-determination j aod 
if he had n^^egard to this, there was no benevolence in the Ik 
iter; and consequently no creature ever had reason fo \ 



his Maker for the gifl of mpral liberty, seeing it is <3f 110 

Sor angclSj and has become the caaa^^ f 
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and the perfect happiness of his children," how can universa- 
lians expect the Almighty to be glorified and his children 
made happy, when by their own wickedness he shall be com- 
pelled to abandon the principles of his government and 
regulate man's future conduct by the law of force. 

What intelligent mind could feel happy in view of such a 
result? Whence flow those feelings of self approbation and self 
condemnation, that are the inseparable attendants of voluntary 
obedience and disobedience? Do they not arise immediately 
out of the nature of God's moral government, to which mari'^s 
active powers are exactly adapted? "We see tliat it is a 
lamentable matter of fact, that moral and natural evil have 
entered into the creation. The question has long since been 
started why did not God prevent it? We answer the reason 

why he did not make it impossible for his creatures to do 
wrong was, that the liberty of option was essential to the 

happiness and perfection of their nature. Had he deprived 
them of this he would thereby have suspended the operations 
of his goodness, and prevented all that sublime and angelic 
felicity which results from a voluntary obedience to his com- 
mands. This is the only conclusion that is worthy of a God or 
that can ever be made to accord with those perfections that are 
every where ascribed to him by the incontestible voice of rea- 
son and revelation.' Need we now produce passages to prove 
that God. is holy wise and good ? Every one knows that the 
^ Bible must stand or fall with these essentiar truths; but if God 
either forces his creatures into measures or gives: them liberty 
kit no purpose, what wisdom or justice is^f^ii^y|^|||iph an 
arrangement? If he gave them power when '2^^^^^^^ 
joec^es^ary to their happiness, it is. ridiculous to. say- 1^?^ 
"j^ililt^d from kindness; it is equally so to say it resulted %<^* 

I, if it was bestowed on them for nothing; or SispSi 
and truth if he cautioned and warned them aga^fisl 

while his foreknowledge has absolutely fixed ^^ ti^^ 
Aiough he had ordained it ft^^^ete^t^^"^^^ 
give up the divme aUrVbwl^ivl^^ 
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the leading principles of revelation^ or admit that Grod bestowed 
the gifl of moral freedom from the principle of loving kindness, 
to promote that progressive improvement and felicity which 
can i^ever result from either a mechanical or brutal nature. 

" Eighth : If then the happiness of God's creatures resulted 
from a voluntary exercise of their free powers, in accordance 
with the principles of divine government, and if they were 
influenced to good conduct by moral motives exhibited in that 
government, it plainly follows that the law must be maintained 
and displayed in all its purity and force, that happiness may 
be perfect and universal. Consequently any violation of it,, 
or any departure from the just principles on which it is founded, 
is a direct attack upon the general welfare, and an audacious 
insult to its eternal author. Thence the odious nature and 
deep criminality of moral evil; because it tends to misery and 
-f^ vi(dation of the essential rights of God, of angels and 
of men. 

" Ninth : had it been our Saviour's purpose to save mankind 
by force, on any particular part of them he doubtlessly had 
sufficient power to accomplish his design, without dying on 
the cross ; and had such a compulscny system been consistent 
with the moral attributes of God I have no doubt but he would 
have done so by irresistible influence; but the actions of a 
person thus compelled could have no relation to morality, an<t 
therefore God's moral perfections demanded that they should 
be saved, if at all, in a way that should not destroy their 
agency." . 

^Tenth: we are now ready for the question. What was the 
nature mid duration of that loss that Adam sustained and was 
exposed to, in consequence of eating the forbidden fruit? It is 
evident that man universally lost the image of God wh|ob 
constituted the spiritual life of his soul. In this his oOASpiotis 
happiness consisted. He fell from being spiritually m^|^ 
wlpch is joy and peace and became carnally npp^ecl 
; Ifo /a^ipsr influenced by the wisdom th^ 

(m ir^/>iii^^ peaceable, gentle, easy to\>^ w 
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mercy and good fruits; but was subjected to the influence of the 
wisdom from beneath, which is earthly, sensual, and devilish. 
In this state Adam and all his posterity are involved by sin, 
destitute of that conscious happiness they possessed while 
enjoying the approbation 6f their Maker, and plunged into 
conscious misery. Now this was Adam's situation before 
rcj^emption met his case : his soul was spiritually dead to God 
and happiness, and the sentence of death passed upon his body, 
" dust thou^art and unto dust shalt thou return." 

We now inquire what was the duration of this hopeless and 
helpless condition to which Adam had subjected himself, and 
to which all his posterity subject themselves, who become 
actual sinners? 

Universalians scout the idea of Christ coming to save man- 
kind from endless misery. They say, that Christ only came 
fo save man's soul from sin, and his body from the grave- 
Well be it so — ^but may we be permitted to ask, was there a 
specified time for which Adam had subjected his soul to sin 
and his body to death? If there was he did not stand in need 
of a saviour to save him from sin and death, for time would 
restore him without a saviour,- but it is given up, on all hands, 
that man stood in need of a saviour, and could not be saved 
without one. Well if this is the case, how long would man 
have remained subject to sin and death, if Christ had not come 
^save him, would not his condition have been endless? 
* The only remaining subterfuge for universalians to resort to 
18, that man, by sinning,- has laid his Maker under obligation 
<^ justice to send Christ to save man. If this is the case, 
tileA man is under no obligation to his Maker for saving him, 
^^emg he could not withhold salVation from him without being 
}t. But can any man with his Bible in his hand,, say that 
Iffts under any obligation to save a guilty world, except 

^d^j^tions of goodness which Deity could have witUii^d 
W^ no goodness in the matter. 

be objected that to be subjected to sin and deie^ 
lyected to endless raisery, "^^S&fit Sa 
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saved from sin and death being saved from endless miseiy. 
Answer, is not misery and death the inseparable consequence 
of sin? Ifso, how long would misery and death last, should 
man mot be saved from sin? Thus you see, that universa- 
lians by denying that man subjected himself to endless 
misery, virtually deny the necessity of a redeemer* 

Eleventh : the universalian scheme of redemption, in dei|y<* 
ing that man had subjected himself to endless misery, has 
limited punishment for sin to this stage of existence — a terra 
at most, according to Divine appointment seldom exceeding 
three score years ^nd ten. Now can it be possible, that 
scripture and reason will bear us out in the conclusion, that 
in the scheme of redemption nothing more was had in view 
than saving man from the miseries of three score and ten 
years, while at the sgrae time 1 he system that I am opposing 
does not embrace salvation, even from the miseries of this life, 
for those who die impenitent? Mr. Spear, in an essay pub- 
lished in the New York Christian Messenger, and Philadelphia 
Universalist, Vol. 4, No. 33, Article, Moral Power of Uniyer* 
salism, says, " we are the only sect that holds to the absolute 
certainty of punishment." — " Herein lies the moral power of 
universalism ; it provides no way for the sinner to escape; 
at the same time it urges^ him to repentance, not that he may 
avoid punishment, but in order to prevent a repetition of the 
offence." What a mistake Christ made, when he said " except 
ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish.'' If then man suffers 
the entire penalty due to transgression, he thereby atones for 
his own sins, and is neither indebted to the mercy of God nOr 
the atonement of Jesus Christ for an exemption froin tii^ 
penalty due to sin. 

IVflfth: we come now to inquire. What did Christ >< 
|o^(|fi^v^# man from ? Answer — First, he came to sav« HofUl) 

ko eQtire^^ oe^sequenccs of Adam's transgrei 
^^ , UDConditj<(^Sy. Most of the e^pfs that baire^ 
k^^ of ^vmity hayfe jKwm 

_. ^^ _i*.* i2ato0 aad extent of C^irisrs 
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and universalians, who have cast all their wcdghts into the 
opposite scales o( scripture divinity, having discovered that 
there is an unconditional salvation taught in the Bible, have 
endeavored to make both their inconsistent schemes tally with 
scripture and reason. The Calvinists promptly deny the 
doctrine of conditional salvation, altogether; while universa- 
lians admit of a conditional salvation, in part, and an uncon- 
ditional salvation in part, ostensibly, though virtually they 
hold salvation unconditional, as much as Calvinists do, as will 
he shown m another part of this work. 

The bible doctrine of unconditional salvation consists in the 
Showing particulars: first, as Adam lost the image of God, 
part of which consisted in the moral power of serving Grod, 
and having sunk into a state of moral death, Christ came to 
«BLve man unconditionally from this state of moral death — ^'^you 
hath he quickened who were dead in trespasses and sins,"— 
E^hesians, ii, 1% SeccHid, as mankind were subjected to na- 
fiural as well as moral death, Christ came to save him uncon- 
diisoaally from death and the grave : thus far man^s salvation 
is unconditional, and thus far Christ is the Saviour of all men. 

Secondly, He came to save mankind eternally, on condi- 
lioii of faith and obedience. 

Christ says, " God so loved the world, that he gave his only 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth on him should not pe- 
ijsit, but have everlasting life," Again he says, " If ye be- 
H^e not that I am he, ye shall die in your sins, and whither I 
foye cannot come." John, viii, 21,24, 
1 To quote all the scripture passages that treat on the condi- 
tiiHiality of the gospel salvation were to transcribe a large por* 
of the new testament in particular: but was there not an- 
text in the bible, the fifth chapter and ninth verse c^ 

^ ^ews settles the question, without the possibility of suc- 
'contradiction : <^ He (Christ) became the author of^tet- 
rftti<Mi unto all them that obey him :" that is, he Javes 

litiiMially on Af principles of his own righteous ^and * 
r^munent. Wl^ever a guilty sinner grounds the m««r 
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pons of rebellion against the moral govemmeht of his Maker, 
God saves him from the penal consequences of sin by an net 
of pardon^ and so long as he continues his submission to the 
pure and righteous influence of God's holy commands, so long 
shall he continue thus saved, growing in grace and in the 
knowledge of God, until he shall obtain an everlasting inhe- 
ritance at God's right hand in heaven. 

Thirteenth : I now come to show that Deity cannot save 
man but upon condition of repentance andreformplion. 

If the foregoing views of the nature of the divine govern- 
ment be correct, and that moral happiness grows put of a vo- 
luntary submission to the regulations of that government, then 
so long as man remains wicked, it is impossible for God to 
save him, without changing the principles of his own govern- 
ment, and that he cannot do, without changing himself, as his 
government is founded on the divine nature. 

It may be said God possesses unlimited fpower; and cannpt 
unlimited power change a wicked man into a good one. An- 
swer; if the joint operations of goodness, wisdom, and power 
had suggested, devised, and accomplished a plan upon the 
principles of which man could alone be happy, not all the 
power in the universe could make him happy upon any other 
plan. Goodness, wisdom, and power were harmoniously en- 
gaged in making and constituting man happy on the principles 
of moral agency. Now, if man rendered himself miserable 
by an abuse of that agency, he can never become happy again 
until his happiness can be made to accord with the harmonious 
operations of those sacred perfections upon the principles of 
which his happiness was originally established. If man be- 
came wicked by a wrong use of moral power, he can never 
become good again but by a rig^t use of the same power.— 
If man's free will, operating in opposition to God's 
firi|t involved the creature in sin and misery, then npl_ 
Gotf% free grace and man's free wilja^gaia concurr^^ 
restore man to forfeited hfippiiiess. flP ^^^^^^ 
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The application of unlimited force is necessity j and neither 
obedience nor happiness can flow from such a source. 

Fourteenth : I purpose now to show that God never designed 
that man should be happy only in the way of duty. He waft 
constitutionally so made that his relation to happiness and mi- 
sery grew out of the relation in which he stood to the princi- 
ples of moral order. 

When Grod created man he gave him a law to keep, with 
power to kibp or break that law. Had he kept it he would 
have maintained the principles of moral order, and would have 
enjoyed the happiness connected with it. Now, can it be pos- 
sible that man, by breaking that law and setting the authority 
of his Maker^s government at defiance, could cause God en- 
tirely to change the nature of his government, in order to ac- 
commodate him in his wickedness ? 

Fifteenth : I have already shown that absolute force being in- 
consistent with moral happiness, God never can save a sinner 
by talking from him all power to resist. 

Sixteenth : I come now to examine the arguments in favour 
of universal salvation, predicated upon the will, purpose, plea- 
sure, and oath of God. 

I observe, in the first place, that the exercise and accom- 
plishment of God's will, pleasure, and purpose, though sanc- 
tioned by the solemnity of an oath, can never be carried into 
Cifiect but in strict accordance with the principles of his go • 
Temment.i^t never was the will, purpose, or pleasure of God 
that his creatures should be happy, whether they were wick- 
ed or not. God's will, purposes, and pleasure are all regulated 
iiy the immutable perfections of his sacred character. He wills 
^iSatai to be happy on condition of obedience. God cannot will 
kxk impossibility; but it is impossible for a wicked man to be mo- 
^*3hW^J therefore God never wills it. 

universalist deny that it was God's will that Adam 
3|ihBftiain uprigh^^d that mankind should obey Bim? If 

bTws 




deny this^wishould like to hear them account for 
e of {Rh^8 will being firuBlnXM Vu >\ia^% 
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culars* If they Bay that God did not will that Adam should 
. stand or his children obey, I should like to hear how they would 
account for the justice of God in punishing them for disobe- 
dience. / 

WJ^i/Bitever God. absolutely wills or purposes to be done, will 
undoubtedly, be accomplished : but God do^s not absolutely will 
the salvation of any man, independent of moral principles. — 
God absolutely wills the salvation of the righteous, while he 
as absolutely wills the ccmdemnation of the wicli^. 

Thus we see God's will, pleasure, and purposes are absolute:, 
as respects the destiny of a wicked or righteous character : but, 
when we view man, as a subject of God's mtxral government, 
we view him, in relation to that government, not as a neces- 
sary agent, but free to obey or disobey; and although God wills 
that man should obey him, that will is not absolve ; for if it 
is how comes man to disobey ? It is obvious that the accom- 
plishment of God's will and purposes, in relation to man, as a 
moral agent, while in a state of trial, is not absolute, but sus- 
pended on something the creature has to do. This is a truth 
that cannot be contradicted. Was it not the will of God that 
Adam should obey him? If you say yes, then God's will is not 
absolute ; otherwise you admit that Adam frustrated the abso- 
lute will of God. If you say it was not the will of God that 
Adam should obey you charge God with hypocrisy, for holding 
it out to Adam as his will when it was not so, and make him an 
unjust tyrant, in punishing him when he had not gpne contra- 
ry to his Maker's will. 

Thus we discover the endless difRculties and absurdities that 
xtniversalians run into by understanding 1st Timothy, ii, 4, in an 
absolute sense. > , ,> 

J have been astonished, when looking at the context, |j| 
which the controverted passage stands, that any mfin ,shou]||. 
ever, have thought that this passage of scripture support^^i 
doctrine of unconditional salvation ^ all men. 
mences this chapter hy exhorting l" ^pmy to pray 
4^ of mankind, whedier iiigh er,loi|||^For iim^gji^tf^^ ;j 
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<*i8 good and acceptable in the sight of God our Saviour, who 
will have all men to be saved and to come to the knowledge of 
the truth." What truth? Why, that there was one God and 
one mediator between God and man — the man Christ Jesus, 
who " gave himself a ransom for all, to be testified in due time, 
whereunto (or for which purpose) I am ordained a preacher 
and an apostle." For what purpose ? That through Paul's 
preaching, as a means, all mankind should unconditionally be 
saved! Wlmt unconditionally saved, through means? If God 
intended to save men unconditionally why resort to means, 
when it was his intentimi to save whether the means succeect- 
ed or not? Nof^irs, the whole scope of the cohlext goes to 
show, that it was the will of God, that all men, high and low, 
should obtain a knowledge of redemption through a mediator. 
For this Paul preached (whereunto he was ordained a preach- 
er) for this he exhorted Timothy to pray. But will any man 
undertake to say, that all men come to a knowledge of this in- 
teresting truth? How many in the apostles' time spurned it 
from them? How many since? Nay, the apostle Paul tells us 
elsewhere, that notwithstanding it was the will of God, that 
all men should be saved, and come to a knowledge of this in- 
teresting plan for the recovery of a lost world, yet that very 
gospel that he was ordained to preach was the power of God, 
to the salvation of those only who believe. | 

That God wills the salvation of all men, upon gospel prin- 
c^les, will not be denied: but what are those principles? — 
that whether a man lives righteously or wickedly, he shall be 
saved? Not so. Paul says, 2d Thessalonians, ch. i. " When 
the Lord Jesus shall be revealed from heaven, with his mighty 
a^igelsy in flaming fire, taking vengeance on them that know 
^^GqisLodcibey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, who 
i|i£|l be punished with everlasting destruction, from the pre- 
of the Lord, axjd from the glory of his power." 
•|i%^iiow examinajpme of the arguments predicated on 
of God, and^n so doing, take the universalian oa 
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he wills: God wills the salvation of all men; therefore, all 
men will be saved. 

To show the fallacy of this reasoning, a few parallel cases 
are presented : 

God is able to accomplish whatever he wills; but he wills all 
men to obey the gospel; do all men obey the gospel? 

Again: God is able to accomplish whatever he wilte; but 
Grod once willed that Adam should not eat of the forbidden 
fruit; did Adam abstain from eating the forbidden fruit? 

Once more: God is able to accomplish whatever he wills; 
but God wills that all men shall cook to a knowledge of the 
truth; do aH men attain this knowledge? ^ 

Thus is exposed the fallacy of the argument that because 
God wills the salvation of all men, and is in possession of un- 
limited power, therefore all men must be saved. 

The truth is, God's will and power are never exercised but 
in harmony with his other attributes. If his wisdom has exe^ 
cuted a plan of government by which his own glory shall 
displayed and the good of his creatures promoted and regulal 
ted, we may rest assured that he will not exert his power to 
overthrow that plan. 

Having said thus much on the will of God, I will offer a few 
reflections on the pleasure and purpose of God. And first the ^j 
pleasure of the Lord. ' 

The prophet, speaking from the mouth of the Lord, saysf 
"I will do all my pleasure." And again, "As I live," sai^ 
the Lord, ^' I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked.". 

From scriptures of the foregoing import universalians have 
drawn the triumphant conclusion, that as the Almighty has de* 
clared, that he^will do alibis pleasure, and thaf he has no plef- 
sure in the death of any, therefore all men will unquestioi^; 
bly be saved! v^ft^l 

Answer: we have no hesitancy in acknowledging ouTa 
jp^ersuasioii that God swore to the trutl^when he said, an t| 

avene pleasure in the death of tm^ 



iEfef u#^% Unit the Ahni^^ty 



>»*v 




MODERN UNIVERSALISM. 45 

to have the Israelites turn, when he intended to save them, 
whether they turned or not. 

We are now ready for the question, Is God's pleasure al- 
ways accomplished? 

Answer: whenever God's pleasure is absolute, itisalwa^^ 
accomplished. It was once the pleasure of God to place mwE^ 
in a state of holiness and happiness. This he accomplished. 
Again it was the pleasure of God that man should remain holy 
and happy. Did he do so? Thus we see those terms mugt be 
understood sometimes in an absolute sense and at other times 
not, accoidingajy^e subject may require, where the term is 
used. It is by confounding the different uses of those terms 
that universalians endeavour to carry out conclusions in favour 
• of their system. 

Just so in respect to God's purposes. All his absolute pur- 
poses he invariably accomplishes. He purposed, before the 
^undation of the World to make man and to govern him on mo- 
pbl. principles. This purpose was absolute. It has never been 
frustrated, nor ever will be. He made man a free agent, sub- 
' ject to change, with a fixed purpose to deal with him accord- 
mg to his changes. Had man continued upright he would have 
continued happy. As he did not continue upright, and still re. 
JEaaea to avail himself of the only provision that infinite wis- 
4dom and goodness could devise, consistently with his own glo* 
f]rand the interest of man, he has no right to claim the privi- 
lege of entering iato judgment with his Maker. 

- 9 % 



r%ic^. 



f. 



*,.. 










i«V 



46 MODERN UNIVJERSALISM. 




ESSAY n. 

[^Right of private JudgmerU considered, toUh misceHUh 
Argumenis on the Punishment of the Wicked, 

^^ Hearken to me : I also will show mine opinion. — Job^ Chajft. 32 v, 10. * 

We coir)||cnce this Essay with a few renlirks on the right 
of private judgment. 

The right to think for ourselves, and the privilege of form- 
ing our opinions, according to the best light we have, and the 
best evidence we can obtain on th? interesting truths ei^sen- 
tial to our present and future happiness, has been guarantie4t 
to us by no less an authority than that of the Great Being; 
rertheless we find that, in every age of the world, there hi 
been men who have usurped the authority <if the MosI Higi 
and have claimed the right of controlling the belief and over- 
ruling the opinions of their fellow men. This has been a pro* 
lifio source of both religious and political persecution. It i» 
true, that the political and civil institutions of our highly fa- 
voured country have secured to us the sacred right to think fct 
ourselves; yet various methods, even in this boasted land of 
freedom, are resorted to by one portion of the community to 
hinder another from thinking for themselves. Oh, how my add 
does long for the time to come. when mankind will grow wiaa.. 
enough to know, that truth, omnipotent truth, is fully able. t9^ 
stand aloi^e, without the aid of human artifice! INfothing ii«f|^ 
ettd^ltmj^^e aid of fire and faggot, racks and gibbets* TSfkM 
sci^ret, thai lies at the bottom of all this kind of opposit 
that Aere is something in our own views that will not 
t0it of close examination. Hence tlS anxiety to 
kK|uiry^ ad if truth dx»aded ^^'^^tfM^y^ ^ 
i0e trutttia her satiKe Ioyelii||JHMpu^bi^Bq^ 
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open day) and cause the rays of evidence* to bear full upon her^ 
se that our world may no longer be cursed by being consigned 
to the gloomy shades of Buperstitions bigotry. Is it any won- 
der that our world is filled with J^cordaht views on the inte- 
resting subject of religion? The apostolic chuifh had hardljf ^ 
emerged from the overwhelming influence of Jewish and gen- 
tile superstition, when the dark and gloomy period began to 
roll on, which reached its climax in the twelfth century. 
' For several hundred years the human mind was bound down 
by a weight that well nigh paralyzed its energies. At length 
tbe chains of mental darkness and bondage were burst asunder 
by the reformations but Christendom, like a man long confined 
in SL dark dungeon, has hid to grope its way out from amidst 
^e rubbish that agosof saperstition had piled up aroiind it; and 
though the human mmd has gained much of its elasticity, yet 
ing so long bent to one position, in its effort to spring straight 
kept vibrating, and will continue to do so, until the 
ty loadstone of tniih shall, by its gentle but unerring in- . 
once, direct it to the right point of the compaps. ^ 

The greatest obstacle to the advancement of truth is the 
pride of human judgment. Oar doxy is orthodoxy, your doxy 
Ib heterodoxy. 

When the pride of opinion and the interest of party unita 
i^eir mighty influence, to obstruct the progress of truth, its 
^11 small voice is lost amidst the mighty uproar. If the pro- 
l^isors of the mild and benignant religion of Jesus Chri&t 
%ouId but sacrifice the pride of opinion and party interest, oq 
^Am» altar of brotherly love and kindness, we should soon se« 
Ifiith emerging from the noisy billows of strife: but so longaa 
i^V&ffer the angry passions of human nature to^havi^the as- 
y over us, and to eradicate the love of trutibj^i^ich in- 
i^e lov^ of God and our neighbour^ so .1^^ will tha 
> influence of bigotry and false divinity pi^va^laSaoflg 
^*hsve got into 9uch a h^foit, either by inhentaidi£rci*^t^ 
or fran* nPlltUng inherent iti Vixnx^tx uiSoxt^^ ^^Nftr 
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are, somehow or other inferior to ourselves, that we caonot 
reconcile it with our feelings to think that they should be the 
equal favourites of heaven with us. Hence, in our religiouq 
interoourse with them we cmn hardly keep from letting them 
Jmow that we undervalue thWn^ at least in a religious point of 
^i^. Others reciprocate these feelings and indications, and 
tliB professed Christians move along with hardly a, percepti- 
ble approach toward that happy period when the leaders of the 
people shall see eye to eye. 

, Were we, when • about to enter the^field of controversy, to 

take into the account our own liability to err, we would the 
more readily meet our opponents on the ground where candor 
is willing both to give and take. Were we to meet in this way 
and nothing but the truth our object, methinks error would 
stand but a slim chance among us, 
< Nevertheless I do not wish to be misunderstood. When I 

' i^y error I do not mean those minor differences of opinion Jul 
, '-which the weakness of our intellect or the obscurity of th|^ 
I subject may involve us. I mean those errors of vital impor- 
tance that are calculated to affect our interest in time and in 
eternity : for I hold it to be a self-evident truth, that if the 
consequence of error is not to affect our destiny in a future 
* world, it is a matter of small moment what we adopt as the ar- 
>* tides of our creed in this world. 
ff:'^^^ Deists and universaU^ns both seem anxious to propagate 
_p' their respective systems : but why they should be thus anxipua 
it is difficult to tell. If either of their schemes be correct, we 
are just as well off as themselves. Then why endeavour tp 
propagate a system that can have no tendency to better th^ 
condition of those who adopt it? The tendency of 'truth is Jtji| 
bette^^e condition of those who cordially embrace it. If M 
can that system be true that has no eiich tendency t Surejji: 
deist oir a uniTi^rsalian would not uo^^rtake to say, that 
fespec^Tie ^steiQi h^ve any m^NPfit Ipo^i^nc^^^ 
cBtipn Wifi0i$L^ to render him n^^ Uto9^ P this 
46e iy/y/i<a«»^ dither reH 
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are equally situated or equally happy, in the next worldi pray 
what advantage has their truth over our error, themselves be- 
ing the judges? The truth is, a secret dissatisfaction lies a|. 
the bottom of all the opposition, of both deists and universa- 
lians, to the bible scheme of redemption. If it were notf o, 
would these men «be so anxious that their views shotiJd pre- 
vail, when there is no advantage to be gained by success? Sup- 
pose they were true, when at the same time the odds, both for 
time and eternity, are so fearfully against them — I repeat it, 
the odds, both for time and eternity, are against them — ^First, 
what tendency, let me ask, have their views to better the 
condition of man in this life? Will stripping him of all fears 
of accountability in eternity for his conduct in time, have this 
tendency? Does not the doctrine that man may sin with im- 
punity, as taught by the deisli^, and with advantage, as taught 
by liniversalians (as I shall sbbw before I am done) open the 
door to unbounded licentiousness and carnality? Nor need thor 
universalian resort to his doctrine of punishment for sin in thiff 
nfey as an antidote- to the corruptions of human nature. If 
(here is any punishment peculiar to the sinner in this life, it 
is that of mental anguish; for the usual calamities of life are 
common to both the righteous and the wicked. Were a univer- 
ealian to tell a deist that mental anguish was punishmcintforsin 
he w^ld laugh at him and tell him it was nothing but the su- 
perstitious effect of the prejudice of educalion, and roundly 
assert that reason and philosophy hadL^itkught him better, and 
Ctired him of all such superstitious fears, and would cure eve- 
ly body who would listen to its dictates. 

Again: the universalian scheme of punishment fails in one 
Inland particular. They, with all others who hold that God 
Irishes the wicked for sin, agree that the greater the sinner 
'more deserving he is of punishment. Bat if all ^nish- 
itlbr sin is limited to this life, and the peculiar punishment 
tbr#icked is that of mental anguish, t)io&0e greater tho 
^Ihe less the punishment; for univenaal exjp^||i|ee oor- 
.^t^^fiust, ^^iported bythe testiQM^[|j^p^L^'^ 
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mothy, Ch. iv, V^ 2, that sin may be continued until the con- 
science becomes " seared as with a hot iron." And now, let 
pe ask, where is the old gray headed sinner in Christendom 
whose juvenile aberrations fi*om the path of rectitude have i 
not given him more anguish of mind than all the aggravated i 
enormities of advanced age ? 4 |i 

This last consideration shows plainly the fallacy of the uni- 
versalian scheme. Mr. Spear, in the New York Christian Mes- 
senger and Philadelphia Universalist, vol. 4, No. 33. Article 
Intellectual and Moral Power of Universalism, boasts much 
of its overwhelming energy. He there says that " it should ba 
remembered, as a principle , in all correct systems of moral 
philosophy, that it is not the duration or severity, but the cer- 
tainty of punishment that produces the greatest moral efiect* 
Herein lies the moral power of imigersalism j it provides no way 
for the sinner to escape." ^^yj. 

. X Let- us now ask, what additional light has universalism 
:^ thrown on the certainty of punishment in this life, that was not 

' known in the history of the world and thejexperience of living 
and dying witnesses, long before universalism was known? — 
And wherein has this knowledge of the certainty of punish- 
ment produced this wondrous moral effect? Was it when the 1 
angels, in the revelations, were pouring out the vials of the 

m wrath of the Almighty upon the wicked ; when they gnjawed :i 
their tongues with paina^d blasphemed the God of Heaven, 
because of their pains^M^ repented not to give him the glo- 
ry." Rev. XV, 10, 11. Was it when God sent the ten plagues 
upon Pharaoh ? Yes, says the universalian, punishment, in i 
this instance, had its moral effect. Yes, just like the moral e^ .< 
feet always produced by punishment when unaccompanied Ify 
the influence of the Good Spirit: its moral effect did not la^l . . 
long with Pharoah, His moral submission was toomudb like thi^^ 
BubmisaionoC the monkey, under the discipline of the whip«^ 
C^ waa it whBn God sent the long-pr^icted judgments ^pclll^^^ 
tho jew#, when t|ie Romans took awfty both Iheir plac^jjii^ 
tt^,na^«C_ ■ ^^•^r.N ' •. ,-/ ■ • 4^- • -. '^^^^V-^i"? 
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Thoir punishment is very tedious in producing its moral ef* 
feet. 

Whether universalism agrees with the just judgments of 
G9d or not, in leaving no way for the sinner to escape, it is evi* 
dent that the cases of punishment above- enumerated higid ng 
moral effect upon the persons on whom it was inflicted^ unless 
it was to make them worse than they were before. Nay, the 
history of those cases goes to show, that punishment, so far 
from producing a moral effect for the better, appeared only to 
ripen those persons, in the midst of their punishment, for yet 
more signal displays of God's just indignation towards them. 

Now let us look at the naked doctrine of universalism for a 
moment — -the doctrine that it inculcates from the pulpit and 
the press — ^and see whether svich a doctrine can have a moral 
tendency, when addressed toi^ace of beings described in the 
following language: " WhatpSti, are we any better (by na- 
ture he means) than they? No, in no wise; for we havejjefore 
proved, both jews and gentiles, that they are all under sin, as 
it is written, there is none righteous, no not one. There is 
none that understandeth, there is none that seeketh aflerGod: 
They have all gone out of the way, they are together become 
unprofitable. There is none that doeth good; no not one. — 
Their throat is an open sepulchre; with their tongues they 
havered deceit. The poison of asps is under their lips,<t 
whose mouth is full of cursing and l^emess : their feet are), 
sw^t to shed blood. Destruction an^^pEery are in their wajf^. 
aa4^ the way of peace have they not known. There is no fe^be 
oC (Jod before their eyes." Romans, iii, from the 9th to tl^j. 
ISthvOTse. rill 

, ,|p!0 th^^mrighteous need to be told, that a little mental ag^g. 
g||^ during life, is the very worst punishment that can evk of 
them for sin, of which the more sin they commit i\^e 
4liey shall feel? Does the man void of understanding, i||^ 
)^$I^CBtd» the ignorant man, need to be encouraged in his ig- 
lliraii, assurance that the consequences of ignoranpo^ . 
S»9fef in threescore years and tent IH^^^^cca^ 
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who neglects to seek afler good need to be told, that whether 
he seeks the Lord or not in this life, he is sure to find him, to 
the comfort of his soul, in the next? 

Hear the naked language of universalism to the following 
persons: to the murderer, Though you kill your neighbouf| j 
^ith all the infuriated malice of a devil, yet you shall go with 
him to heaven when you die, whether you repent or not, aa 
assuredly as if you had fed him when he was hungry ! To the 
drunkard its language is, that though he should continue allliii 
days to debase his reason to a level with the beast; though h% 
should reduce his family to beggary and want, yet he is as surb 
of heaven after death as the most temperate and pious person 
in existence ! Hear its language to the pirate, while lashinjf 
the victims of his cruelty to the mast, and then scuttling th^ 
ship — Go ahead, there is no heWi. 

Are such men as these dreadfully punished with the tor. 
ment#of a guilty conscience? Or rather, are not the last feel- 
ings of humanity subdued within them? 

Again ; there is the inquisitor^ with his racks and engine! 
of torture : and this man is encouraged by universalism to be- 
lieve, that a seat in heaven is just as sure for him, after death, 
as for the pious victim of his barbarity ! Now, if human nlir 1; 
ture, sunken as it is, to those different stages of depravitjr^ r: 
.can admit the doctrine of universalism as the truth, and Hoi^^ 
!7)e injured by it, it isjt ji^|g e indeed. '■-< 

:But how universaliUffian reconcile the admission of sucli 
ry ' ■^ ^^ 

•^ 'arsons to heaven with the equity of the divine administratis^ ■ 

^.iis impossible for any one even to conjecture. How is it 

^ tie for those who live in splendor and wallow in wealth, 

.1 this wealth and splendor is wrung from the tears and g 

. suffering humanity, to suffer in this life, in proporti(ie||i^" 

^ Jb miseries they infiict? Look at the cold blooded mti^^i^^ 

mmitted by persecutors, by pirates, by highway 

look at the whdesale human murders committed in wi 

irretdbedness and lidsery that has spning fh)nrthe 

4iaAf^ W^ AjaSka a litUe mental anguish 
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.natii^diviiie justice for aU the mi^sfery they have QCG^^ioAedf 
^ff there were no other argument to prove the fallacy of uqi- 
yersalism, I should be led to do^ibt it from ^e fact, that <^teii 
while the wicked are living in ease and luxury, and are such 
Itatire strangers to the punishipent universalians talk abopt, if 
^ey have one prayer to offer to the Almighty, it is tl!^ leave 
f^em here, x^ther than take them to heaven itself, while the 
picms followers of the Redeemer are writhing under afiUction. 
Were it not that the boGik of Revelation so plainly shows, that 
diere is another state of being where the Almighty wilL^- 
poirtion rewards and punishments, with an impartial hand, it 
^puld be impossible for human ingenuity to reconcile the pre- 
^nt partial economy of Prpvidence toward n^m, with the 
jgnnciples jof justice and ^equi^y. 
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'^ ^Fhe justice or injustice <ii inmishment is not graduated by 
^^be lapse of time, but by the nature and design of its application, 
is always in proportion to the magnitude of the offence. 
^iSipunishment is inflicted without any necessity, it is unjust 
cruel, and cannot but be hatejU|;.tb|all intelligent and mo- 
beings. No modification of itsjpipbn can make any alte- 
HjitioB in its nature. It is true the amount of misery may be 
llpried, both as respects its ipteiisity and duration: but near- 
lllmiieyit can be used to make it wrong in eternity but what will 
-l||||lp^ it equally wrong in time. Should a parent inflictchas- 
i^nt on a helpless little infant, who is equally incapable of 
and fulfUjiing the<r^ui8itions of parental authority, he 
JH^ a monster of hctrbarity: but should this same child, 
Jne.iSQmes to years of accountability, set parental autho- 
i||^ii£aiifi(S and conduct hiihself in such ji Ixianner a* %» 

Wi^ p«aee asd hafiiQny.Qf hia &%^x\w^to$iii^^ 

E 
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onglit theTatlier to do in such a case as this? Let the effent 
go OQ multiplying his crimes and augmenting the miseries 
bis father^s family? No, say you, he ought to call him to a: 
count and inflict on him a chastisement suited to the enormit 
and turpitude of his oflence. For what purpose should t 
chastisement be inflicted? To gratify the feelings of unr 
lenting vengeance in the father? That would be to punish on 
crime by the commission of another. Nay, the only thing 
punishment that is demanded by the requirements of any 
govemmenty is, first, the security of the rights of others, am 
secondly, the reformation of the (^nder. Justice requires th 
first and goodness the second. Justice can never be satisfied wi 
the infliction of punishment, only just so far as it has a tendenc 
to secure the rights of others. When it has no such tendenc 
justice is not satisfied with it. Now, universalism seems to su 
pose, that all punishment inflicted on the wicked is to satisfy th 
demands of justice, as a private principle, and to benefit the indi 
vidua] sinner, but has no relation to society at large. In fact, 
Mr. A. C. Thomas has plainly intimated, in the 213 question 
without answers, that all the punishment inflicted on mankind 
for sin, is inflicted for the purpose of making man holy am 
happy. See questions 2, and 186, 187. How such a benev 
lent purpose could be a display of God^s righteous indignatioii 
and wrath against the wicked, we will leave for Mr. TinNnai 
himself to decide. 

Again; that Mr. Spear^n the number before alhided to^ 
viewa punishment as being inflicted to satisfy justice as a pri- 
vate principle I think is clear. He says, '^universalism pro- 
vides no way for the sinner to escape ?'' he must suflfer all thai 
his sins deserve. May we be permitted to inquire, why he must- 
Bufler all that his sins deserve ? Has he committed an unpaov 
donaUe oflehce? If he has, how came the Almighty to o&iA^ 
mission the prophet Isaiah to proclaim, '^Let the wicked fti^^ 
sake his way and the unrighteous manhklbougfats, and! 
retam^^to the Lord, and he will jiave ^^oei^y upoa 
^iilnrtiod, for ho iriUjabwidiMltlgr p^^ 
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U Ihe Almighty infliots the whole penalty, how much doea 
i(»rgive? Afler a man has paid his debts has his creditor 

further claim on him? 
But again: why is it that man must suffer the whole pe- 
ty? Is justice an unrelenting principle in Deity that can 
satisfied with no less? If so, what goodness is there dis- 
yed towards the sinner? It is intended, says Mr. Spear, 
a remedy, to urge the sinner to repentance. What, afler 
sinner has sinned out all his dstys, and has suffered for all 
sins! What benefit will repentance be to him then? None, 
s Mr. Spear: it is only intended to urge him to repentance 
life; not that be may escape punishment, but to prevent 
petition of the offence I 
us we see, according to universalism, the whole design 
purpose of punishment is, to satisfy justice, as a private 
jbciple in Deity, and to operate on the individual sinner, as 
eans of his reformation. My reasons for believing that uni- 
lians hold, that punishment, in its relation to God, is in- 
ted to satisfy justice, as a private principle in Deity and in 
lation to man, for the reformation of the individual sinner, 
e following: 
irst; A rejection of the doctrine of divine mercy, 
those who livq and die sinners suffer all their sins deserve 
isriife, they are "Surely entitled to happiness, without be^ 
indebted to mercy; unless the lattr is to be considered dou* 
ift its demands and requires that a person^s sins shall be 
n, after he has suffered all he deserves to suffer. If 
e requires the infliction of punishment for the sake of 
lo secure them from the effect of the offender's crimea 
18 exercised by the Almighty in his public character as 
V and may be dispensed with, whenever his wisdom 
ess can devise and accomplish a plan to secure uni- 
To accomplish this, the plan of redemption was 
g||pav6 man from sin and its inseparable consequenea 
i^w it is just as clear as the sun tte^m^es i^ 
man enly subjected himaQl[\x^tK 
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during thii Hfe, he stftndii in no absohite need of a savfaur; ff 
l( part of Adam^s ehiidren sin during the entire period for whieft 
they were subjected to sin, and suffer the entire punishment 
due to their transgressions, does not common sense pronounce 
tiiem clear, both of sin and misery, without the interventimi 
of a saviour? Thu9 the necessity of Christ's mediation is set 
aside. 

Universaiians themselves acknowledge that some men <^ir- 
tinue sinners^ until death. Now, if that is the period to ^hvA 
they subjected themselves to sinning, and they suffer the en^ 
tire penalty of their sin's, from what does Christ save theittt 
Not from sinning: for they have sinned out the entire period 
to which they were subjected to sin ; not from misery, for they 
have suffered all they deserved to suffer. Let us suppose, for 
a moment, that man, by sinning, subjected himself to misc^; 
how long would that misery have lasted, had not man b^<A ' 
saved from sinning? 

The plan of redemption was, to save man, on the prind- 

ple& of everlasting righteousness. He had subjected hiniself 

to sin and misery, and Christ came to save him, on condition 

of repentance and amendment. The happiness of man iittd 

been prostrated by the introduction of moral evil : to rested 

man to happiness he must be restored to holiness. This could 4 

not be effected by force. It is true the mdral power to do r^gtirf 4 

was bestowed uncoiiditionally on Adam's fallen family. 1^6^ 'a 

power to do right implied the power to do Wrong. Here th^^'J 

nian was ngain a probationer. ' ''*" i 

By submitting to the rules of God's moral governmeiit itlM. ,j 

secures the happiness consequent on obedience : by rebelMlf ^i 

he personally forfeits the happmess that was originally i&tM^ t 

ed by Adam's apostasy, and which is thus agaiAeifered to mttt 

by Christ in the gospel. Now, the province of jtii^e is t^fil^ 

hold of the offender, for the ptlrpose, iiOt of gfiiitifyi] 

vate disposition in Dei^ thai delfgfxts to pnnkh, M^ 

iske, aiM tiM «tiinoil^^£i?ttsA»i Inri^^ 
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quences of moral evil from ruining the whole human race.— 
Justice, so far from exacting the whole penalty of sin, which 
is misery prolonged to the entire extent of rebellion, is sus- 
pended by the long-suffering goodness of God, which is exer 
cised toward the sinner, for the purpose of leading him to re^ 
pentance, in order that repentance may open the way to the 
future establishment of the subject in good principles, and thus 
the interests of society be secured, without the infliction of the 
penalty. 

Mr. Spear says universalism provides no way for the sinner 
to escape : he must suffer all he deserves to suffer. 

This doctrine not only denies the exercise of God^s pardon- 
log mercy, but his long-suf|[ering forbearance also* 

I should like to hear Mr. Spear account for the exercise of 
God^s long-buffering towards the old world, when he waited 
one hundred and twenty years, while Noah built the ark:^ — 
also, why he bore with the jews, in our Lord's day, while he 
waited to gather them, as a hen gathereth her chickens in safe* 
ty under her wings. Did he do it for the purpose of sinking 
them into a deeper damnation? Or was it, as Mr. Spear says, 
U> urge them to repentance, not that they might avoid punish- 
ment, but to prevent a repetition gf the offence? If then, 
they could not avoid the punishment by repentance why did 
our Lord weep about it? Perhaps Mr. Spear would say, that 
be wept because they did not repent in time. In time for what? 
Why to escape the judgments of heaven. Did he want them 
to repent before they committed the deeds of wickedness, for 
which the judgments of God were hanging over them? If not| 
why weep, as there is no way to avoid punishment after tho 
deeds of wickedness are once committed? 
^^ Universalists appear to be totally ignorant of the nature of 
y^Ogsd^s moral government, as I hope to show in another placet 
"^ ^li^ the3i.#urely would not make assertions, as Mr. Spear has 

tefvioaliffaitanted by scripture and common sense. 
tb«|i||iilt|grovincid of justice id as stated abovevio secum 
tui^ipukkind against the ravages q{ cm^ «si& ^^ 
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not be effected by tbe lefonnation of the offender, then 
ticemust inflict the penaHy, and the offender muert be banisbed^ 
'^ from the presenee of God, and from the glory of hi^ pfon^ 
er^'^ 2d Thea* i. 9, not to gratify the feelings of unrelenting^- 
vengeance in I>eityj but to prevent the baleful effects of met** 
ral evil from destroying the harmony and happiness of heaven/ 
This, so far from being inconsistent with goodness is itself the^ 
result of goodness. God is too good a father to suffer the re4 
bellious and wicked conduct of one part of his children tode< 
stroy the happiness of the remainder. Universalians them- 
selves acknowledge that it is perfectly^ right for God to punii^' 
sinners in this world, in proportion to their crimes. Then, by 
what rule can they make it appear that it is wrong to ii^lictr 
punishment on an offender in eternity? If men die with the 
principles of rebellion against God^s government in them, and 
carry those principles into the next world with them, will ni^ 
those principles unfit them for the happiness of heaven, weri^ 
they to go there^ and if carried into practice, would it noti>er' 
necessary for God to banish them to some other place, to pre-^" 
vent their destroying the happiness of heaven? And- if their 
rebellious principles render them unhappy^ would they not be 
in hell if they were banished from heaven? 

But, says the universalian, God.possesses unlimited power^ 
and he will take away those rebellious principles, and make^ 
man holy. This is unnecessary, on the univeisalian schemet 
for, if man-(]^^ot subject himself to sin and misery for a 
longer period than his present life, then when that period ter* 
minates, sin and misery will termiimte with it, witliout tlte 
interposition of unlimited power, If a universalian, to get 
clear of this difficulty, should admit that man subjected hisN 
self to sin and misery for a longer term tiian hisnat^ral^^^ ia. 
order to make it necessary for unlimited power to changohiii^ 
I should like to know how long that was! . L^ 

, J now put th^ question: If a i^ner continued in his 
Mme daring tiS^ md it is perfectly rigiit for God 
■■il§f^ Me%^ ^p&f^km 10 hii e^e%; will it 
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\tfoT God to punish hkn to eternity, should he continue 
169 eo long? Is not eternity made up of successive periods} 
what argument can be usedto^prove it right to pupish sin 
itn one period^and wrong to punish it in another? But, sa3r8 the 
:fmiyersalian| it is utterly inconsistent with the goodness of 
'God €o give man power to subject himself to endless punish- 
Sment. Answer: If the principle upon which God gave man 
:the power, the abuse of which subjected him to punishment, 
IwkB not wrong in itself, no duration to which man^s conduct 
jthonld extend that punishment can ever make it wrong. 

But, says the universalian, the idea of man^s suffering in 
;hell forever is- too horrible to think of. I answer, that if a sin- 
ner suffers in eternity no more than the just demerit of his 
crimes, how will^ou make it any more horrible than the suf- 
^ring the just demerits of his crimes in time? If the wicked 
wild live and die so, suffer no worse punishment in eternity 
I ten the universalians say God imposes on them, as the just 
demerit of their crimes in time, I should like to know what 
diould make hell such a horrible place. I would venture now, 
irithout the fear of successful contradiction, to say, that could 
yen persuade the wicked to believe that future punishment will 
Wno worse than what the wicked suffer in this world, which 
vuversaliai^s say is all the punishment God ever intends inflict- 
oa wicked men, that nine tenths of them would not thaak 
himself to take them to any better place than hell. 
r.The above is established by the testimony of#ob, chap. 21, 
at least in reference to many, who comparatively know little 
aC the miseries of life, and who live regardless of God and 
galigion ; especially those who oppress their fellow men, and, 
emphatic language of scripture metaphor, sell the righ- 
> for silver and the poor for a pair of shoes. These afford 
ktrovertible evidence that the Almighty is an unjust and 
I4being, if there i» no future state of retribution : '^ Where- 
^ty^fS.Job, <^do the wicked live, become old, yea are 
•poll^jBr? Their seed is estaUished in their sight with 
ifteir ofispring before theit eyes. TVi^\s\sMaBiiiii0|||i 
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•afe from fear, neither is the rod of God upon them. Tl|ey 
eend forth their little ones like a flock, and their children daiKNii» 
They take the timbrel and harp, and rejoice at the sound of thi 
organ. They spend their days in wealth, and in a moment^go 
down to the grave. Therefore they say unto God depart from 
us; for we desire not the knowledge of thy ways^ What is tlM^ 
Almighty that we should serve him? And what profit shoidd 
we have, if we pray unto him?" 

How many in our world want no better heaven than thejF 
enjoy here. Can it be possible that such persons have no oth^ 
hell to endure than they endure here? If our hell is no worse 
than the hell of universalism, so &r from its being a horrible 
place to dwell in forever, the wicked would find so little m^ 
convenience in living there, that they would not exchange it 
for heaven itself. 

Universalians are in the habit, when promulgating their doe* 
trinal system from the pulpit, of dressing up the viewa of those 
who believe in future punishment in a fantastical garment 4)f 
their own contrivance ; and thus, by distorting the opinions of 
others, give plausibility to their own.. Did our doctrine admH 
of the colouring giv^en in their misrepresentations, there wou{d 
be some plausibility in the arguments they use against us, but 
this not being the case, as I will show by giving a few speci- 
mens of those distortions, the shafts aimed at us fall ppintlose 
at our feet. ., 

A Mr. 'Rogbrsy a universalian preacher, while delivering « 
number of discourses, in Zanesvillc, in 1835, gave us the fid* 
lowing, while preaching from Jude, verse 7: "even as Sodom 
and Gomorrah, and the cities about them, in like manner, gin 
ving themselves over to fornication, and going after 8tmDg# 
flesh, are set forth for an example, suflering the vengeance gt 
eternal fire." j^,^ 

' I ani'iiot going to notice the controversy between uniV4^a|^/ 
Us^s aiifl others 6a this text, but to give the substanee* 
ltoger%:remarks^ on the following wor^ of hia 
j^ilh fbf'atf exaiifi|^#^ ' 




He dbs^^rtBd, that some held that the Almighty pnnxshed 
^Q&Bim m hellf as -an example, ta deter those on earth from 
followiBg the same course, lest hell should l^e their portion. — 
**^Kow," said he, " what would you think of a father who had 
a liarge family of children; and would take one of his poor lit- 
tle boys, and chain him- down in a dark damp cellar, and feed 
him, from day to day, on crusts and water, and eveiy day he 
would take the rest of his children to the cellar door, and tell 
them to look in at the poor little pale-faced fellow, and then 
inform them that he had chained their little brother there, to 
tifidce them good children. Now, said he, would not those 
children, if they were capable of reasoning on this subject, 
conclude that their father was a hard hearted tyrant?" 

i would answer yes, as the case is stated : but would, in my 
turn, ask my readers what they think of a man's principles, 
who would try to mislead a congregation, by making use of a 
Comparison calculated to convey an impression directly con • 
trary to truth? His comparison seemed to suppose that this 
family of children were perfectly harmless, and had never 
dcme any thing wrong in their Uves ; but for fear they should, 
Uieir father takes one of these harmless little creatures and 
^confines him, as above stated. I ask, agnin, would an honest 
HOBLtk represent the above as a correct view of the. condition of 
'Adam's fallen ^unily, and of the course the Almighty takes to 
lessen the direful effects of moral evil, as held by any religi- 
ous denomination in Christendom? 

' I will now show the difference between fiction and fact, in 

&e literal circumstances of the same family. 

r la the first place then, we give it as a fact, that this father 

4r<the best of parents. Secondly, he has provided every thing 

^Hyci^ated to render his children perfectly happy. Thirdly, 

-lie introduced certain regulations into the government of his 

ii|iiliify^ the observance of which was essential to their happi- 

ijburtfaly^ he warned them of their danger, by pointing 

coBfti^pienceft of disobedience. Nolwithstanding all 

«act;^0(idiiC8% m (his land foitent, iR^Vnpi^XK)^ 
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in the Fifth place, that the oldest son and daughter disobeyed 
their father^s command, broke through the regulations upciA 
.which the happiness of the family depended, and introduced 
such anarchy and confusion throughout the whole house, thiil 
this kind father had to turn them all out of doors. Still bis both 
els of compassion yearned over them, which occasioned hiniy 
Sixthly, to send a special message to his disobedient children 
proclaiming pardon for all that was past, and an offer to rehttore 
all they had forfeited, on condition of their returning to hinn 
and obeying in future. 

After this proclamation numbers appeared willing to retuiB 
and submit to the regulations of their father^s house : but a 
much larger number continued in open rebellion against their 
father^s authority. One fellow heads a gang of his associates 
and erects a guillotine, and cjuts off the heads of all their bro* 
thers and sisters that are not willing to submit to their autho^ 
rity. Another fellow heads another gang, and they erect an ^ 
inquisition, with racks and tortures, fire and faggot, whose 
principal aim is, to wreak vengeance on those who are about to 
submit to their father^s authority. Another gang unite together, 
and steal their brothers and sisters, and drag them into slavei^ 
— ^and, as if to rob them of freedom was not bad enough, they, 
shamelessly sell children from their parents, wives from their 
husbands, and brothers from their sisters; and thus they make, 
a traffic in human blood and bone?. Now, this good father ia 
looking on and beholding one part of his children thus destroy? 
ing the happiness of the rest, and after trying every means, 
that goodness could suggest to bring them to submission, he baflf. 
no other alternative left him but to let them go on destroying 
the happiness of all the rest of the family, or he must lay. 
bold of them and chain them down in Mr. Rogers^fl dark damp 
cellar. , . , 

What would a good father do in such a case.at tibbf I wouU 
r^tareto say, aotwithstanding all Mr. Rogerabas saidabp^f 
0pd^iA}nclu|^gitig^l^Pie^to his children, he wqq|i1 
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grumble a little at their fa therms feeding them on crusts and wa» 
bity and canclude that he need not carry his indignation to such 
an extent : that as he had now confined them so that they could 
^ no more mischief, he might afford to make their situation a 
little more comfortable, by giving them something better to 
eat: but it must be recollected that they had not only forfeited 
their privilege of feeding on the same kind of food with those 
who were again entitled to a seat at their &ther^s table, but 
that they had also so vitiated their appetites by eating forbid- 
den fruit that it became necessary to confine them to the kind 
tyf food that Was suited to the disordered state of their appetite* 

Thus much for the condition to which Mr. Rogers's hard 
hearted father subjected his poor little boy. 

Again:: we will give you another of Mr. Rogers's ccmpari- 
■ons: 

Universalians deny that man ever possessed the power to 
Bubject himself to endless punishment. 

Mr. Rogers, to make this doctrine appear inconsistent with 
the goodness of God, makes use of the following illustration: 
" here,^' «ay^ he, is a father who has a fine promising little boy, 
to whom the father gives a pistol, with a positive injunction 
not to blow his brains out with it; at the same time the father 
kn^w that the boy would blow his brains out with this pistol. 
Now, what would this man's neighbours think of him? Would 
they not say he was the author of this child's death? In vain 
might the father plead that he warned his boy to take care how 
tie used the pistol. Everyone would say the father was to blame 
(at giving the boy this dangei*ous weapon, when he knew be- 
fare-hand that he would shoot himself. Thus the advocates of 
eiiiless punishment represent the Almighty as knowing before 
hi0d that man would ruin himself if he gave him this fatal 
p0irer, and yet he gave it!" 

is 8(»&ewhat strange that Mr. Rogers should feel disposed 
yril|k:ii8, and affect to ridicule a doctrine every iota . 
tfill^lbilUans, either directly or indirectly, hold to<) aa 
. Rogers himself wiU not dom^ ^ftX ^^^isss 
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shot Jbimself; n(ff will he deny thjeit the Almighty knew he wogoU 
when he gave him the pistol. Thus far we agree : unless lifr* 
Rogers should take it into his head to deny that God gave Adi^pti 
power to ruin himself and that Adam did it without power jo 
do it; or, in other words that Adam shot himself without |i 
pistol to do it with, which is a contradiction. 
• Now, that Mr. Rogers does agree with us, that the b(^ Adc^ 
did shoot himself with the pistol that God, bis father, ^v^ 
him, is evident from this fact: he, with us, admits that the^boy^ 
elder brother had to die for himy or he never could have be^B 
restored to life again. So far Mr. Rogers and we agre^. WhjBro- 
tn then do we differ? He says, the death the boy subjee^ed 
himself to was not eternal death. We say it was; for had it 
not been eternal time would have restored him to life, witliaut 
the necessity of his elder brother^s death. 

We shall leave it to our readers to decide as to the conBCt- 
ness of our respective views, afler we have brought fory^adfd 
one specimen of mii versaHan consistency. 

They cordially s^gree with us, th^t there is no salvation ^^n)^ 
in and through a redeemer ; but in^iving their details the^r. .sisi. 
aside the necessity of a redeemer altogether. 

Mr. Spear, whose Essay has been already jqupted, jsaya tb;ilf 
" universalism provides no way for the sinner to escape j'^.j^t 
kmg as he <^ntinues to sin he must continue to sufier. ^ 

i Now, mankind were subjected to sinning beyond this ii^ 
or they were not. If they wefe, then they were subject^ J|% 
punishment beyond this life: for, ^^ universalism providosff^- 
way for the sinner to escape :^Vhe must suffer as long as-^p^ 
sins — ^if they were Aot, they stood in no need of a savippi^^ 
having sinned out their time and. suffered all they deB&evef^fji^aj^ 
thus come off clear, independent of a saviour. 

But the gentleman had another Cf^ to p]^ed|t ; to show, 
bie^upposed, the maiMii^r J91 .iiMoh^f^doo^emp^itoh^^^^ 
^srceUeney of Oie Diyi99d3^)^r9^^ r^4 

"-Suppose ;|^li?i ^pB,|l!yojs^ 
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tonductk At the end of two years^ one of them died a sinner : 
the other lives to be 88 years of age: at the end of 86 years, 
he gc;ts religion; lives two years, a religious life; then dies 
and goes to heaven. Now said he here is a case where one 
man who has .only sinned two years goes to hell, to suffer 
eternally, while the other continues a sinner sixty-eight years, 
imd gets to heaven at last. Where is the equity of the divine 
procedure in this case? If we could see as the Almighty sees, 
no doubt but we should discover, at once, the propriety of the 
divine procedure. Let us try what we can do in this case. 

In the first place then, we must concede that God has a good 
and a Wise end in view, in calling mankind from time to 
eternity, at «very stage of humian life, from infancy to old age. 
The only wise and good end that we are warranted in ascri- 
bing to the Almighty is, that such is the virulence of moral 
evil, and the deep depraVity of human nature, that the Lord, 
in mercy to a fallen world, leaves sinners no justifiable ground 
of presuming ppon long life. Were sinners sure of living three 
score years and ten, it might be an inducement for them to 
put c^ repentance until they became so hardened in wicked- 
Hess that few in comparison would ever yield to the reproofs 
ef the spirit. This may serve to account for God's general 
ttiethod of catling mankind from time to eternity; but the 
particular case under consideration may be readily accounted 
lor, without any impeachment of the divine character: nay I 
fl^k it may serve as an illustration of his goodness. Suppose, 
ifiiat the all-wise God saw that this young man, short as had 
W6i0ik his career in wickedness, yet had in that short time lost 
iliei last redeeming trait in his character: was it not an act of 
t^lptercy in Deity to call him away, before he should add sixty or 
mty years more of sinning to the catalogue of his crimes, 
thus have all the additional amount to answer for? 
i^^ilte die other hand, should the same All Seeing Eye discover 
there Was yet a redeeming principle in the old man's 
^ter^ iil|8jp[ surely an exercise of long suf!erin^^g;^ic^^^%% 
Ij^iad gave him time for Te^ift\astfi4, ^^>^ 
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short sighted mortals see as Godsees, they would beabWio 
account for many apparent aberrations in the i^vine ecoaoiBf 
of providence, without impeaching Deity. 

Thus instead of our believing^and representmg Godasa 
cruel tyrant, inflicting unnecessary and vindictive vengeasi^ 
upon innocent and unoffending victims, with the unfeleKtsig 
malice of ia demon, as they represent us to do, we believe wilii 
them that God will never inflict upon his creatures any mem 
punishment than their sins deserve, according to the stm^esl 
principles of unerring wisdom justice and goodness. Nay, we 
go further than they: we say, that if happiness can be main- 
tained without an infliction of the whole penalty due ^ trans- 
gression the whole will not be inflicted. We say, that it is for 
the maiiltenance of happiness, and for that alone Uiat punidbr 
ment can be inflicted, under any righ^us government whalt- 
ever. Now if punishment, aided iif its application by die 
salutary influence of God's free and abundant grace, hasits,^ 
desired effect in the reformation of the ofi^nder and kls^ 
subsequent establishment in good principles, God so far ftosi 1 
inflicting Uie whole penalty, will grant Mm a gracious pardco. I 
Not so with the universalists, they entirely set aside the dOc* ] 
trine of divine mercy, and the benflts of Christ's atonement ;iia 
reference at least to all that live and die wicked. To test 
these two particulars fairly, it is necessary to understand tfae 
meaning of these two terms ,* namely divine mercy, and Chrisila 
atonement, particularly the former: the term mercy is usedio 
express that modification of divine goodness that has a guiltgr 
creature for its object; and that act of benevolence by whi^dL. 
it displays itself is called pardon, because it is a remission ^ 
the penalty. /-^ 

Universalians do not pretend to say, ^at God pardons aiajT; 
in this life; no not even those who repent and reform. Tb^r 
say, that all that sin in this world have then: hell in thisi worid*. | 
UniversfJism provides no way,, says Mr. Spear, for the -^^^^ ^ 
taescape. J£ this be true where is room 1^ |br 
Mwsmojt Is the law double in its^ius^t 
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^at after the offender has suffered all he deserves to iuffer, 
that he deserves a little more; so that God may have the honor 
ot granting him a pardon. 

Suppose our governor should call one of the. penitentiary 
convicts before him,, at the conclusion of the culprit^s term of 
imprisonment, and very gravely grant him a pardon for his 
pa&t offence. Would he not piake himself ridiculous in the 
eyes of every one, and entitle himself to the sarcastic thanks 
of the culprit, for exercising his gj^tuitous benefaction toward 
him when he did not stand in need of it ? 
• Universalians may take the other horn of the dilemma, if 
they please, and say that sinners do not suffer in this life all 
they deserve to sufier,* therefore God pardons them when they 
die. Well if they do not suffer all they deserve to suffer in" 
this life, they surely^perve to suffer ia the next, or they 
would not stand in need of pardon. O, but say the univer- . 

^ fialians they do not deserve to suffer forever. Well if they do 
not, then, like the culprit in the penitentiary, if they stay out, 
their time they may get out of hell without being indebted to 
divine mercy. 

Thus you see the doctrine of divine mercy, as well as Christ's ' 
atonement, is swept away at a stroke; for if man was not 
sabjected to endless sin and misery, sin and xnisery would of 
themselves come to an end. Were the duration of sin and 
misery limited to any definite period, that period however 
remote, would at length roll round, when sin and misery would 

, come to an end, without the interposition gf either Go^'s mercy 
dr Christ's atonement. 

• XT '** • ' 

■ - ' ■■ You s^e thus that universalism, by denying that man was 
pibjected to endless misery, holds that if sinners will only 
e up their nerves, so as to bear up under a few twinges of 
ience, .which according to Job, as well as universal 

can, without much inconvenience to the sinner^ . 
;<C(f iMUi^, dancing, drinking, swearing, gambling — m 
^ I ifai just going to write something not pro^t t$^ J^ 
pK^^M^iod yet get to heavea, V\\]|[xo\]^\»^u^^S2bi^s^^ 
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Among the inconsistencies of universalists, they sometimes 
admit that those who believe, repent, and reform, are interested 
in Christ^s atonement in this life; but they have no pretension 
that those who live and die wicked derive any benefit from it, 
either in this world or the world to come. They know that 
the scripture is plain, He that believes shall be saved and he 
that believes not shall be condemned f Mark, xvi, 16, and ! 
having adopted the sentiment that all the gospel promises and 
threatenings refer to this liie, they cannot claim the benefits 
of the atonement for those who remain impenitent until death; 
and yet they say Christ is the saviour of all men good and bad. 

The further we go into the subject the more we are aston^ 
ished to think, that men with keen, discriminating minds, and 
with the bible in their hands, should ever have adopted the 
universalian scheme. They argue A||( endless punishment 
never can be proved to be consistent with infinite goodness. 
Answer, punishment, it is true, is inconsistent with goodnesei mk 
either in time or eternity, only as the choice of a less evil, to 
prevent a greater. 

Universalians themselves admit that punishment is perfectly 
consistent with divine goodness in time. What makes it con- 
sistent in time and inconsistent in eternity? Will God change 
for the belter in eternity? Or will it not be because there will 
be no need for punishment in eternity? Let universaliaiiB 
only prove that there will be no necessity for it in eternity 
and we will give up the point at once and contend no longer 
about it. 

To illustrate this subjeci a little further we will suppose'a 
kind father has two sons: one is a remarkably obedient and 
good child; the other as remarkable for disobedience and 
worthlessn^s. Every eveninm^fidB kind father calls his two 
sons before him and rewards the <»fce ahd puniishes the other, 
in exact accordance with the merit and demerit (^ their conSoct 
Ikrough the day. Now, what is the cause of this differeiic«r i6f 
tn^tttaofent towards the boys? Will it be contended iAia^fiiti\ 
AHisr lores me better than the othert Uniriigiilliili^^^^ 
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|iot saj 80. Well, may we be pennitted to inquire upon what 
piiaeiple the &ther punishes one and rewards the other* We 
will unhesitatingly avow that goodness is the leading motive in 
both cases. The father has the happiness of both children in 
view, both in rewarding and punishing. He rewards the good 
boy, not only because his good conduct deserves a reward, bi;^ 
that he may be encouraged in well doing; and in respect to 
^is disobedient brother that it might serve as an incentive to 
the prodigal to return to duty. 

Again, punishment is inflicted on the disobedient brother, not 

merely because he deserves it, but mainly, that it may be a 

means first of securing his obedient brother against the imme* 

diate effects of his evil conduct: secondly, to guard him against 

the contagion of bad example: for should the father let the 

disobedient boy centime in his evil course with impunity, the 

<>bedient son might be mapted to believe that there was nothing 

irery bad in disobedience, since his father took no notice of it: 

thirdly, this good father has the reformation of his offending 

child in view. Now we see no inconsistejicy so far between 

the goodness of this kind father and the punishment of his 

refractory son. We see the relation now existing between 

these parties, punishment is now right. How long may that 

relation continue before punishment will become wrong? It 

never can become wrong so long as those parties sustain 

the same relation to each other. To evade the force of this 

conclusion universalians resort to this subterfuge; they say, 

4» God possesses unlimited power and infinite goodness : He is 

bound to put a stop to the ravages of sin, or he is not a good 

Being. Answer, if infinite Goodn^s was not bound tQ prevent 

^ipn and misery from entering into the creation. He can never 

liecome bound to put a stop to it. If ever there was a period, 

4^ boundless duration, when the Almighty was or could be 

^jkiundtp exercise unlimited power, to put a stop to man^s sin- 

VU^^ when man committed the first sin. If he wat 

iKMmd then to do it, he could never become bound nj^r* 

for God iiev#r changes. 

F 2 
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The idea that GocTEr goodness binds him to do any thifi^ thai 
ho cannot withhold without an impeachment of his character, 
is to say that there is no goodness in the matter: that God 
dehghts in exercising goodness is abundantly evident from the 
rich displays of it that are exhibited in creation; but were he 
bound to bestow the multiplied instances of his bounty that his 
creatures enjoy, it would argue some inherent right in the 
creature to demand these favors at his hand. This would 
argue that God could not withhold these fav<»^ without being 
dishonest. 

Did our first parents, when they transgressed and involved 
themselves and posterity in sin and misery, lay the Almighty 
under an obligation of justice to send Jesus Christ to save the 
world? If they did then the Almighty could not withhold him 
without being unjust. If this was^Jb^ case, there was no 
goodness in the matter, and we are under no obligation to thank 
him for the gift of his Son. But how God could have been under 
an obligation by the sin of our first parents, both to punish and 
save, is a problem which I purpose leaving to others to decide. 

If then God was laid under no other obligation to send Jesus l 
Christ, to save a lost world, than that of voluntary kindness, 
he could have withheld this inestimable gift, without injustice 
done to a single soul of Adam^s fallen family. Now, had the | 
Almighty withheld the gift of his Son I would ask, how long H 
would Adam and his lost race have remained involved in sin I 
and misery? | 

I should like to hear a universalian undertake to disprove | 
the conclusions growing (^t of the above reasoning, by demol- i 
ishing the premises upon which these conclusions rest. 

So intent are universalians upon demolishing the doctrine of 
endless misery, that they asde|t^in the Evangelical Magazine? 
as their belief, that had infinite wisdom foreseen such an end 
as the eternal misery of one object of his creation, almighQr 
*power would have been interposed to prevent the event,* dr 
infinite love and unbounded goodness would have staid tbfe 
creative band. Answer, it is a contradiction to 8ttp|Kwe that 



" 
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infinite wisdom could foresee ail'^^vent, and tken almighty- 
power be intei^osed tor prevent tti^- contingencies upon whicll 
the accomplishment of that jeviht was suspended. 

But, again, did not the Almighty foresee that Adam^s race 
would subject themselves to the penalty of endless misery? 
He certainly did, for his goodness made an effort to save one 
and all of Adam^s fallen family. Christ came to seek and save 
that which was lost. That loss was an eternal loss or it wa« 
not. If it was, he stood in need of a saviour to save him from 
ft; if it was not eternal, time itself would restore the loss. 

Universalians seem to suppose that our views depreciate the 
Talue of Christ's mission to oill world, because we are not 
willing to admit that the whole world jshall be saved, whether 
they comply or not with the terms of that.mission. It remains 
to be tested by what fQ|tow8 whether their scheme or ours putt 
the lowest value on this mission. 

Universalians say, that man, by sinning, only came' to a 
los» for the space of threescore and ten years, or, at most, for 
the common lifetime of the human race; for all his losses by 
em have to be endured in this life. 

Well, then^ if man only subjected himself to threescore and 
ten yectrs of misery, and that misery of so trifling a character 
as to admit of idl the merriment and foolery that abounds in 
our world, who, with any brains, could ever have dreamed of 
the Almighty putting his wisdom and goodness into requisition 
to form a plan that had nothing more in view than to save maa 
from the miseries of this life — ^miseries that nine tenths of the 
wicked would rather endure to eternity than go to heaven, 
any way yon could fix it. 

This pitiful scheme looks like raising a tempest to drown a 

fly; but the worst is yet behjud; for, after all, if the univer- 

ialian iKcheme be true, a large number of the human family 

'«rd neither saved from sin nor misery, by Jesus Christy bilt 

.^llom lor ttietr own sins by their own sofierings. : 
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I ESSAY IV. 

Strictures on an Essay entUhdj Ofiginal Creation of MoM^ 
fublished in the New York Christian Messenger and Phihh 
delphia UnhersaUst, 

la examining the scheme of doctrine advocated by univer- 
tfalians, we have discovered to our entire satisfaction, that 
their system is predicated m a perverted view tliey them- 
«elves have taken of the nature of the divine government-^ 
This being the case, we will, in order to show the difference 
between us in a clear light, state t|g^ views of liie opposite 
party, in their own language. 

In the New York Christian Messenger and Philadelphia ^ 
Universalis t, edited by T. J. Sawyer, A. C. ThcHuas, and P. 
Price, Vol. 4. No. .23, April 1885, subject Original CreatioD 
of Man, the writer first lays down his premises, in these words.: 
^ he (God) likewise foresaw the dispositions and pi'opensities 
which it was necessary to bestow upon mankind, in order that 
every thing that he had made and created, or should make aiid 
create, might eventually redound to Ins glory, and to 1^ 
alone. That all the mighty works of the great Creator afe 
calculated for the benefit and well-being of all hiB dependent 
creatures, there can be no rational doubt.^' Again; 2d paifh 
graph, they say, ^^and it cannot be supposed, that he who is 
infinite in wisdom and perfect in knowledge, and does ^ 
things according to his own will and pleasure, would ^^e to 
4Enan, who was created in his opn image a dispo^tion. or pro* 
^^nsi^ that would bring dishonStr upoisi his Jiblcer, ^ m auifru^ 

^|p^Jlrea^heo^|PMi^ AeWffSd 

rraph: <Mh^cdme6 die gmnd clin^ 
itioii-^the formatian of man. Here was oiian^<^te»^l^pi£^ 
Tofixmaiiikf iritir^ji^^ture and ^ipositioo 
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Way, to fill the important station he was to occupy, at the head 
of all living objects on earth, and calculated to harmonize 
vrith all the multiform parts of creation, and above all, with a 
disposition and propensities that would eventually lead him and 
all his posterity to render God the praise, and glorify hia 
name, as the giver and governor of all things, we finite be- 
ings would suppose was no easy task : but the unbounded wis^ 
dom and knowledge of God was perfectly adequiate to perform 
the work." 

The writer, after laying down the above premises, draws the 
following conclusions : " 

First; that as God had given to man all his intellectual, 
mental, moral, physical and animal powers and propensities, 
he could only use these active powers in exact accordance 
with the will of God. ^hat this is the writer's conclusion we 
refer you to the following words, in the 3d column, 4th para- 
graph: '«^all will admit that it was in the power of God to have 
prevented sin, if he had chosen so to do: but he did not pre- 
vent it: therefore it was his will it should be. If any thing is 
dxme against the will of God, what providence or omnipotence 
does it leave him?" 

ff the writer's conclusion is correct, what are the legitimate 
deductions of reasoning on the subject? Why,* that murder, 
ad^tery, fornication, theft, lying, swearing, drunkenness, 
c^aaling, cruelty, together with the entire catalogue of in. 
K^^ as well as outward sins, to wit, hatred, vanity, wrath, 
i^Slce, revenge, hypocrisy, deception, d&c. are no less than 
tlib'^fiects of God's omnipotent providence, bringing about, by 
di#iigency of man, a fulfilment of his will. Now, Jesus says, 
^^riosoever sliall do the will of God, the same is my brother, 
i^«iilt6r, my mother." Matt^di, 50. What a noble set o^ 
^MRifo&8 Christ has got, if universalism is true! 

*'ier com^lusion of the writer is, t^t v,|^ortt God i 
wet a trap for him, not to try his loyalfy to the Sup: 
of his Maker, but in order that sin 8ho\i\dtc»k%^^ 
tZuiii rigliteouaaess and tme YioWxie^^ 
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him. That this is the writer's conclusion, look at the foHonmif 
words in the dd and 4th paragraphs : <^ It should also be rec(d- 
lected that the tree of knowledge of good and evil was pre* 
pared before the woman was made. Why was this temptation 
prep€a*ed for Adam before they came into existence? If diey 
Were constitutionally holy, they never could have yielded to 
it; which is conclusive evidence to my mind that it was the. , 
purpose of God that it should be so.'' Again; 5th para^ri^h: 
•* If man had not sinned he never could have known what hap- 
piness was." If the above conclusions are correct, what are 
we to think of the following? 

First; Adam and Eve w^ere not happy when God placed 
them in paradise, nor could^hey know what happiness was, so 
long as they remained upright: 

Second; Our first parents had to take the matter into their 
own hands, and, by forfeiting their interest to a habitaticm in 
Eden, they thus secured their own happiness! No wonder th^ ., 
wicked love sin, if it makes them happy. 

Third; Grod acted the part of a hypocrite, when he warned 
Adam not to eat of the tree of knowledge, which he hadput 
in the garden for the purpose of inducing him to eat. 

Fourth; That the law given to Adam had no tendency to 
make him h^ppy; consequently there was no beneficence &| 
giving it, as^ur first parents could not be happy until tb^ 
broke it. f'\ 

Fifth; That God had no regard to truth in warning Adam 
against eating the forbidden fruit; because he held out #o 
idea that it would injure him, while at the same timie he coi^ 
not be happy until he did eat it. 

Sixth; The devil was a better friend to Adam and £v0 4^01 
(heir . JMbker ; for God tried t^revent A^am ^^^ r§P^ ^ 
only thing that would make mm happy^ wbilethe iievfl pr«« 

e Almigh^ deceive4 our fi^t 
^vil undeceived them. "... 

!hat God aeted the part of & ei^ 
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tebiog A^im and Eve for eaimg the forbidden fruit, when thej 
CQuld not help it; when it was his will they should eat it. 

Ninth; That Adam rendered himself both happy and mise* 
rable by transgression. 

I suppose that *a universalian, to evade the direct force of 
8<nne of these conclusions, would say that he (the writer above 
alluded to) did not mean to say that sin itself made man happy; 
but as sickness enables ioian to appreciate the value of healthy 
so misery, the consequence of sin, (not ^in itself) enables man* 
Idnd to appreciate happiness. 

This method of advocating the advantages of sin puts me in 
mind of the story of the old negro, who used to beat his shin 
with a stick, because^ as he said, it felt so good wheh it was 
getting well. 

. How is it possible for men who advocate such views as are 
noticed above, to be ac%iainted with the nature and principles 
of the divine government, while they represent the Almighty 
as deliberately devising a plan to tempt man to crime, iMd then 
as deliberately punishing him for it? While they represent the 
Almighty as seriously warning Adam and Eve against eating 
the forbidden fruit, when he had planted it there on purpose to 
tempt them and decoy them into sin? Admitting that God had 
created man in his own image, and yet stating that man was 
not constitutionally holy; representing sin as better calculated 
to make men happy than holiness; nay as the only thing cal- 
culated to make them happy? And yet these are the men who 

. o<^e forward so pompously and boldly challenge us for holding 
a doctrine impeaching the excellency of the divine character. 
It will be seen, before we are done, who places that character 
Jipithe=l9^t contemptible light — they or we. 

? To illustrate their view of the divine government a little 
J^S^bpffV we will give a pass4|f notice of their denial of die 

/J^eii|iprj^ of the soul, not for the puro^^f discussing tha 
e9li<>Btat present, as we purpose makSH^the Subject o 
essay, but for the purpose of fuiH&r elucidatin. 
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It would appear^ from the testimony <^ the sacred writers^ 
backed by the deductions of sound reasoning, that if man had 
never sinned he never would have died. Whether man was 
created immortal or not, one thing is certain; that if he had 
obeyed the command of God he would have Kved forever, in a 
state of happy existence, and would never have known sorrow. 

If we deny this, we must say that God intended man should 
die, whether he sinned or not: but this can never be made to 
accord with the clear evidence of reason and revelation. If 
God did not intend that Adam should remain upright, when 
he placed him in Eden, why did he prohibit him from eating 
the forbidden fruit? Did he do so that he might afterwards 
punish him with a show of justice? This would be to charge 
God with duplicity, as acting the part of a base deceiver^ 
toward Adam, and a cruel tyrant, for punishing him afterward* . 

Lotus hear the language of this prohibition of the Almighty 
to Adam, when he placed him in Eden — "and the Lord God 
commsSided the man, saying, of every tree of the garden thou 
mayest freely eat; but the tree of knowledge of good and evil 
thou shalt not eat of it, for in the day thou eatest thereof thou 
shalt surely die." 

I now put the question; did the Almighty endow Adam with 
the power to keep this command? If he did, then Adam had 
power to live forever; if he did not, no art can set aside the 
conclusion drawn above — that God was both a deceiver and 
a tyrant. 

How this view of the subject can be made to tally with the 
doctrine of Messrs. T. J. Sawyer, A. C. Thomas, and P.Tricei 
expressed in the article under consideration, is for them to say; 
they there unhesitatingly avow it as their belief, that God 
prepared the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, and 
placed it in the garden, before 41 «iade man, so-as tobe ready^ 
to test mtife^ftogyty to his Maker^s government, and to 

Ain a Btandi^Hm^ument of God^s authority over himM^ 
i^t iii^, for ^ express purpose of bringing him hil00^'^ 
to fulfil the will and purpose of God concep^i^lrai^ 
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and that the tree of knowledge should not be a useless part of 
creation, as it is there stated: God say they, made man con- 
stitutionally unholy, for had he been constitutionally holy, he 
never could have yielded to temptation. Now, Moses tells 
us, that Grod created man male and female; in the image of 
God created he him; and Paul says, that God's image is righ- 
teousness and true holiness; these gentlemen say not. 

When theologists set out to erect a system, and begin wrong 
at the out set, it need not be thought strange to find them 
running into absurdities and endless contradictions, and flying 
in the face of both scripture and common sense; yet it is not 
a little amusing, to see a writer who could not compose two 
pages of a small periodical without committing the following 
egregious blunder. He says, on the first page of the number 
alluded to, that the tree was the cause of the woman's trans- 
gression, and that God prepared it beforehand for that purpose. 

After thus telling us what it was that tempted Eve, and who 
the tempter was that held out the apple to her (nvLmmy (^pgd 
himself) he, on the next page, says "Some, perhaps, are ready 
' to inquire what it was that tempted the woman to sin." He * 
^. replies, "was it not the sinful nature which the woman was 
made subject to that tempted her?" And then he quotes the 
apostle James, to prove it: "Blessed is the man that endureth 
temptation : let no man say (not even the writer here alluded 
to> although he has said it) when he is tempted, I am tempted 
of God; for God cannot be tempted with evil, neither tempteth 
he any man ; but every man is tempted when he is drawn 
away by his own lusts and enticed." 

It would be better for those who undertake to write on 

mibjects of divinity to make themselves a little better acquain- 

- t/Bd with the philosophy of divine government, as well as the 

pj^osophy of human nature.4Mlt ought to appear evident to 

^Iphe inquiring mind, when habituated a lit^ to sober reflection, % 

man's animal, physical, intellectual, |p&ntal and iaoi 

^ were planted in his originaji constitution by the b^i 

u of God himself, and that coming &t\\v ^t^spo. >i!^^ 
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feetions of unchangeable purity there could be neither intern* 
perature or defect in them. 

It is a little singular that an opinion should ever have been 
adopted and promulgated, as the result of rational inquiry, that 
when God blessed man with active powers, he intended that 
he should make a wrong instead of a right use of those powers, 
and be more happy by doing so, than he could possibly t>e by 
making a right use of them: yet this is the doctrine of the 
aforesaid article. 

Let us inquire for the sake of information, what constituted 
man^s original powers? we are informed that he was originally 
made in the image of God. Now, if reason and revelation 
conduct us in our researches, we shall surely come at the 
truth. 

The volume of nature too, as well as that of revelation, affords 

abunilht evidence of both the natural and moral attributes of 

Deity. The weU known principle in natuial philosophy — ^that 

«i»y i&oductive power brings forth its own likeness, corrobo- 

esttes the testimony of reyelati(Hi, that man was made in the 

' image of God. Now, if we can form any thing like a conrect 

idea of Crod's intellectual and moral nature, we shall at once 

become acquainted with our own miniature likeness! Tfaia 
will enable us to discover the exact relation that exists 

between us and our Maker. This relation (when well under-^ 

stood) forms the sum and substance of all that is essenticd (ot 

us to know, of the nature of God's moral government. 

The first attribute we shall notice is that of goodness, tlua 

is the first great moral trait in the character of Deity. It is 

known under various terms; but that of love is most expressive 

and best understood, in scripture God is emphatically called 

Love. We suppose him to be the great fountain of love^ th^ 

streams of which gladdened fle^lains of Eden> prior to th^ 

^. ravages of sin. Fr^ this fountain flow all the blessings and 

vers that everfldre or ever will be conferred on AdaxA 

ily. This constituted a pail; of the image in whi|%.j^N|| 

^jjited him, the ti^t exerda^ (^thju3C<»i8tit»:^iaill^|^ 

,'« ■ ■ ■ ■- ' ^"" • • « 
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Ae moral character of man, lays th^ fbundatiotit of idl tliat 
happiness of which the nature of man is capable. 

The first great moral statute in the code of laws given by 
God to man was, that he should love the Lord his God with ail 
his heart, and all his soul and all his mind; that is with the 
united embrace of his moral and intellectul powers; and the 
second grahd statute was; Thou dialt love thy neighbour 9$ 
thyself. The great Lawgiver says, "on these two command* 
ments hang all the law and the prophets" that is every thing 
that is required of man, either in his law or by the prophets 
(preachers of righteousness) is included in those two com- 
mands. The reason is obvious : th6 man that loves God, with 
all his heart, will do nothing to ofiend him; and the man that 
loves his neighbour^ as himself, will do nothing to injure him. 
NoWy God did not intend to limit the exercise of man^s affec- 
tions to those two particulars, without extending the£ll^>era* 
tions to any thing else. There is not a single f^j^ -^ 
creation calculated to contribute to man^s hapfni 
enjoyment, and to call forth that gratitude which he owl 
hisMaker^s beneficence, but what God allows him toiove. 
It is absolutely necessary, in the nature of things, that every 
constitutional power of human nature should have its legitimate 
object, to call it into exercise; otherwise, it must rest quiescent 
in human nature, for want of an object to expand itself upon. 
B^t does it necessarily follow, that man must love other objects 
to the exclusion of the love of God and his neighbour? Not 
^. And does it also follow that this constitutional prindple 
*0f love is a sinful principle of human nature, planted in man, 
If lead him into sin, without which he cannot be happy? 
vrtt is true that an excitement must be produd^d in the human 
an, calculated to lead man to the lawful enjoyment of every 
e&loulated to make him^appy; but does this prove that 
t leve those objects more than God or his neigh^foury '^ 
an he ought to love them, and^us infringe t] 
I of God and man ? Not so. If a man resiists 
#!heii their tendency is lo\e«& \i\xii^w^^c'^ 
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maintains his virtue vmi the magnanimity of a Christian, so 
far from constituting him a sinner, it is a full proof of holiness; 
for holiness on the part of man is nothing more nor less than 
the harmonious exercise of all his active powers, in suhser- 
viency to the government of his Maker. 

Man though an active being, possessed of various active 
powers, does not possess within himself a principle of indepeii- 
dent self movement. The circumstances in which he is placed 
and the objects by which he is surrounded produce an excite- 
ment in his nature, independent of his will, this is essential to 
his happiness, as an active being; but, nevertheless, it must be 
recollected, that to feel the influence of those excitements, and 
to direct them to their legitimate purposes and objects, are two 
distinct ideas : here is the very turning point, where man's 
free agency turns the scale for happiness or misery! here is 
the pflce where the celebrated Robert Owen, the modem 
losopher, lost his way; for, while with one hand he 
fe system of the irresistible influence of circumstan- 

jj^with the other he pulled it down, and has given to the 
to ttes world the most incontestible evidence, that inconsis- 
tency is the badge of error; what can be more inconsistent 
than to tell men that the circumstances by which they are 
surrounded have an irresistible influence over them, and 
then with the sam6 breath try to persuade them so to control 
those uncontrollable circumstances as to change their own 
situation for the better. 

It is evident that man thinks by an irresistible law of his nat 
turp. He cannot cease to think, for a moment, by any voluntary 
act of his own p^d. But still it must be remembered, that aI->. 




though we Cf0aot, for a moment, arrest the current of our 
thoughts we can direct them to^ur own advantage. Here, theii* „ 
is thft moral power of free agency. Our thoughts are the veilr* ♦ 
•' firsfbuddings of action, and arise from the impulse of d 
$|i^]ch has its soujfee in our wants. In^ur present falknoi 
divine aid is indispensable to enable us to compIi;r 
toJic iojunctimf ^Met every thought be htOa^M 
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j«efion to Christ.'^ The aid of the W$tkO fipirit assists, but 
does not destroy our agency. 

Thousands in our world, I have no doubts take those excite^ 
ments for the depravity of human nature, and are ready to 
conclude that every time they feel them they commit a sin.*-^ 
This is not the fact, as we learn by what has been already 
stated. 

The next Attribute of deity we shall name is that of power* 
Man possesses power too, but his power is only a miniature 
likeness of what God^s power is in magnitude; and so of all 
the rest: but this attribute is of extensive influence, entering 
into the operations of all the other attributes both of God and 
man. 

The next attribute of deity I shall name is the will, Man 
possesses a will also. 

Did God intend that man shcmld exercise that wil{ 
eitipn to his will or in subserviency to it? The uni^v^ 
eay, in the article above alluded to, that it was the 
that man should sin, and that he should not be happ; 
sinning; for if it had not been the will of God that ma#E 
Bin, God would have exerted his power to prevent it. 
this writer would undertake to reconcile the command of God 
to Adam not to sin and his will concerning him that he should 
sin, is not for me to say: but how God could command Adam 
to do one thing, and will him to do another, is a problem in 
divinity that I cannot solve, unless I turn Calvinist, and sup* 
pose God possessed of two wills-*-a secret and a revealed will • 
one of which he made known to Adam; by which he intended 
1^ judge him, and for the violation of which he intended to 
piuiish him--*the other, a secret will, by whiebibe overrules all 
Mi actions, good and bad. The truth is, this ajti^le I have been 
ij$^mng is Calvinism, to all intents and purposes, dressed up 
is^^,|L ^uaiversalian bib and tucker. ^ > 

M H^go on noticing the image in which God crea^M^ 

^ k an^er attribute in Deity > «aid v& l]baX ^nfisa^^p^ 

o3 • ''*'■-■ 
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^^orals which guards w interests of iiftividuals, in exact pro- 
portion to their right x)f demand; and whenever there ^ is a 
right in one being, there is a corresponding obhgation on eve- 
ry other being to act with a sacred regard to that right That 
man possesses a keen sense of right is evident from his so rea- 
dily resenting an injury; but can any reasonable being sup- 
pose, that when God endowed his creatures with this strong 
sense of justice and of right, that he intended they should dis- 
regard the claims of justice and set at defiance the rights of 
God, of angels, and of men? This, instead of promoting the 
happiness of God's creation, is the fruitful source of all the 
misery there 19 in the universe. It was not until injustice was 
introduced among God's creatures that misery iiad any place 
in the creation of God ; and yet we are told that if man had 
never sinned he would never have known what happiness was. 

Tiglpi is a perfection of Deity-*-the medium through which 
of heaven was poured on the intellect of man, for 
s purpose of giving him a knowledge of his Maker, 
consists eternal life ; but it seems our universalian 
s have found out that man can be more happy in groping 
his way in the dai'kness of error than walking in the sunshine 
of truth. The scripture says, God requires truth in the in- 
ward parts. A universalian would say, that he requires hypo- 
crisy and deceit to be worn on the outside. 
• The Almighty says <' be ye hcdy, for I, the Lord, your God, 
am holy." 

Thus we learn, from Scripture, that holiness belongs to the 
Lord; but we find that holiness is not an attribute of Deity, but 
the exercise of all his attributes in harmony together, to pro* - 
mote his ow|^J||ilirative glory and the welfare of his intelM* 
gent creatio*raan, then, having been created in God% owa 
image, must have been holy also. How the writer of the ei^ ;; 
say^nder review found out to the contrary, I know not; h^ :i 

kt he has represented the contrary, is undeniable; and^iil^:-^^ 

not all ; for the plain inference from his statements^ if^0/K$0 
articJe^ is that neither God nor man were holy* tefli-i*? : i;^ 
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Without stopping to prove the above, by showing that no 
holy beijig could command one thing and will another, we will 
examine the assertion he has made, that if our first parents 
had been constitutionally holy, they never could have yielded 
to the temptation that the Almighty presented to them, to lead 
them into sin. The undeniable inference is, that if they were 
created in. the image of God, and yet were constitutionally 
unholy, God must have been constitutionally unholy too. 

We shall waive any further examination of the leading 
principles of moral order, and just examine an appetite and 
a passion of human nature, to see if we can find any thing 
sinful in them, unless when unlawfully indulged, with the vo- 
luntary consent of the will. 

The Almighty, when he made man, implanted in human na- 
ture the constitutional passion we call anger. That this may 
degenerate into something merely animal, or even di|||p]ica1, 
in its influence and operations over the human mind, is retidily 
admitted; but there is nothing sinful in it, when ui 




niedwith an intention to do wrong, as we may learn, by 
taining the purpose for which it was given; namely, tb^i 
man against the injurious conduct of his fellows. Every spe- 
cies of misconduct, on the part of man, has a tendency, in a 
greater or less degree, to destroy the harmony, go^ order, 
peace, and happiness of society. This derangement in so- 
ciety is injurious to man and hateful to God ; because God made 
man to be happy. Now, when the wrong or sinful conduct of 
one individual injures the rights and happiness of another, 
Clod's righteous anger is aroused, and the righteous anger of 
.tke injured person is also aroused^ which shows a trait in man 
ir^iitf God's moral nature, given to him for the piiftpse of enabling 
i 60 to feel the effects of injury as to exciteifflB to the adop- 
©f measures (not to be revenged by inflicting evil for evil) 
^^2086 best calculated so to repel that injury as not to wi^ 
S|^ere of its baleful influence, but to lessen the eirlj 
ore to society the harmonious flow of happiness 
obstiiioted. 
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Does not this view or the subject look a l^e more ratiimal 
than to suppose God planted it there for the purpose of urging 
man to revenge and retaliation for insult and injury, and thus, 
instead of diminishing, to enlarge the sphere of misery. 

Grod implanted in man^s animal economy that strong propen* 
■ity of human nature, the object of which was to operate as an 
incentive to the propagation of his species; but certainly no 
man in his senses would suppose that God had implanted this 
in man to lead him into sin ; or that there is any thing sinlul in 
this propensity, abstract from a disposition and intention %q 
gratify it, regardless of that law which says, let every nc^ui 
have his own wife and every woman her own husband. It is 
true these propensities, when excited, if criminal indulgence 
be given, instead of resistance being made, will inevitably 
lead to evil tempers and wicked lusts, which are sinful; mxck 
as priil, malice, envy, hatred, &lc,; but this, instead of be« 
ing^t holy state in which God created man, is that lapsed 
dpSi^n into which he has fallen by a voluntary criminal in^ 
^gence of those propensities in violation of the high authcK 

. 'fv /■■■ 

rityrf his Maker. 

It is one of the most singular circumstances that has ocpaii 
within the range of my observation, that any man, with tb^ *^ 
bible in^s hand, and common sense in his head, should &ra^^1 
have supposed that God implanted in man a sinful naln^f, ; ; 
much less that he did it for the purpose of leading him int<i^^^ri%^£ 5 1 
4Eind still less that it was done with a design to make man iu^p^ ' % 
py, which the writer says he never couU have been, hallkt^ 
sever sinned. 
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ESSAY V. 

c 

On the Immortality of the Soul. ' 

Mr. Balfour lias published a book, containing several long 
essays, to disprove the souPs immortality altogether, until af- 
ter the resurrection of the body. He labours, in liis essays, 
to disprove the popular doctrine, that man has an immortal part 
in this state of existence, connected with the body, capable of 
enjoying moral happiness, or sustaining misery, in a disem- 
bodied state. 

The positions he undertakes to prove are as follows : 

1. That man has no other soul than his animal life or b^ath ; 

2. That when the body dies the soul ceases to exist sepa- 
rate from the bddy; r^ \. 

3. That both soul and body return to their original condition 
rafter death, and remain so, until after the resurrection, when 
rtfebody becomes incorruptible and the soul immortal; 
^ - *C That the soul, when separated from the body, returns to 
.€rod, and is hid with Christ in God, until the resurrection. 
* ;* 'Before we enter into an examination of these particulars we 

31^1181 fipy to understand what is meant by the spul and its im- 
felity. 

'irst, then, the soul of man is that spiritual being, or es- 
e, which God md,de in his own image, when he created our 
i parents. 

iScripture says, God is a Spirit. We learn, then, that in 

tever pai^iculars we resemble our Maker, that resem- 

respects our souls, not our bodies. Immortality was a 

€f God's image, in which man was created, or it was not. 

as, then had man not sinned he would have remained inu 

forever. If be was not made immortal then he woulo 

, whether be sinned or not, ^ii^XxaQ^u^^^^s^im 



5^ 
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unite their testimony, to disprove the latter position^ F^o! 
says, ^ the wages of sin is death.^ Romans, vi, 23. Again, in 
Remans, v, 12, " wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the 
world and death by sin, and so death passed upon all nien.''' — 
But why should we look for furthertestimony, from the oracles 
of God? Did not God declare to Adam, that in the day he ate 
thereof he should surely die? Again, reason corn»boratcil 
the testimony of scripture on this subject. Would a good God , 
have subjected Adam and his posterity to the pains and nnc^ 
ries of dissolution, had they remained innocent? Would tlM 
Almighty have implanted in human nature such a dread of dis- 
tolution, if it had been a part of the economy of Pi^bvi-s 
dence respecting Lim? In a word, does not the doctritie of th^ 
resurrection, together with the whole scheme of redemptioti/ 
prove, that man was made to live forever, had he not sinnedt 
Was if not to destroy the work of the devil that Christ camef 

If siiHbjecting man to sin and death was a part of the ecoilo* .-, 
my or6od*s providence towards man, as has been op&itf' . 
avowed by universalians, then Christ came to destroy the w^fA 
of God, instead of destroying the work of the devil. ' ' 

One argument made use of by universalians, to eva^ 
force of my conclusion, that man was made immortal, 
would have lived forever had he not sinned, is the i*pll<i^ 
that if man had lived forever, there would not have been 
on our earth for the innumerable inhabitants *to have si 
it, much less to have obtained sustenance. So, then, llNi 
mighty, it seems, had made such a miscalculation in M 
provision for the accommodation of his creature, man, 
had to turn murderer, and go to killing off mankind, iorei 
the defect of his own want of foresight ! 

The gentleman who used thLs argument was aidred, 
wUl be donA with the innumerable mass, when they are 
brought to life ag«iin?l^ 

r Bttt letii retuhi to our inquiry, respecting the flOtii! 
jranoftality. 
' To obtain seriptoTal and rational coneeptioos ;j 
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esUsg subject, wc must find out what death it was that was 
intenjied in the original threatning. In the day thou eatesi 
thereof thou shalt surely die. Did the soul of Adam cease to 
live, on that day? It is evident that neither soul nor hody 
ceased to exist on that day. But one thing is evident; Adam 
Ic^t his spiritual union and communicm with God. Man as a 
spirit did not lose those natural attributes of which he had 
be^i made partaker, as a part of that image in which he had 
been created; he only lost the moral qualities of his soul. 
This moral nature, of which Adam had been made partaker, 
constituted the spiritual life of his soul, and is in scripture 
called everlasting life. This is the life Christ speaks of, in 
his discoursfe with Martha-the sister of Lazarus, John, xi 25, 
26. **He that believeth in me though he were dead yet shall 
he live; and whosoever liveth and believeth on me shall never 
dieJ*^ Now, this b^ing derived frem God, as a portion <^the 
divine nature, is immortal in itself. Hence in the s^pture 
it is sometimes called eternal life and s<»hetimes eVerlasting 
life. Adam. lost this on the day he eat the forbidden fruit, and 
"^ thus became spiritually dead. This life is rez^ewed through 
l^th in Jesus Christ, as we leasn fjcom John iii, 36, <^He that 
believeth on the Son hath everlasting life, and he that believ<^ 
^ih not the Son shall not see life, but the wrath of God abide th 
on him.^ Thus we see a lile that' the soul can lose, without 
losing its existence, but continues to be as well known, by its 
qualities and ptoperliesy to exist in wicl^d men, who have 
tio claim to the life spoken of by the apostle, as it does in the 
best man on earth. Thus wo see the soul has two lives : the 
one without the other is a life of conscious misery; the ona 
other a life of cons<fious hap||>ine6s. Universalians 
deny the distinction yre have made. They ard 
o admit that the souljl ef wicked men are subjected 
s misery in this life: well'^fe wish them to knoW^ 
we mean by the never dying soul is, that man^s . 
ubvei cea^e to exist, either in a state of consdeut 
Of o^se^ry. Here, theU) Mr. B^Vferas %\^ ^^r'lli^ 
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&irly at issue. It remains now fortis to test tii6 arguments 
by which he attempts to support the opposite doctrine. 

His views, in thus endeavoring to disprove this doctrine is^ 
to remove an insurmountable difficulty out of the way. Lfni- 
versalians are well aware, that if those who die impenitent 
are subjected to endleiss punishment, there is an end to their 
scheme at once. They are also aware that unless some 
plausible pretext could be assigned for the necessity of Christ's 
coming to save the world other than to save them from end- 
less ruin, their whole system must gate wreck. 

A universalian preacher, who had just delivered a sermon^ 
in the author's place of residence, and who seemed anxious to 
have a debate, was asked by a person present if he believed^ 
that mankind subjected themselves to endless punishment by 
sinning. He said that they had not. He was then asked if 
he believed that the death of Christ was essential to salvation. 
He s^|||^^%a^* "^^^ difficulty involved in this case was then 
pointed ou#^o him; namely, that if man was not subjected t|xi 
endless mis^ery, time would restore him to happiness without a 
saviour. He was then asked what Christ came to save man 
from, if he did not come to save him from endless misery. Hq. 
replied that man at death ceased to exist as a conscious bein^ 
or, as Mr. Balfour has it, that man has no immortal part thajt 
exists separate from the body, after death: hence he averred^' 
that it was necessary that Christ should come, to save ttmg^ 
from this unconscious state of being. Thus you see the ansp? 
iety to fix upon something, to account for the necessity <ii 
Christ's coming. But, it may be asked, is not the necesgilgig 
of Christ's mission sufficiently accounted for by his coming ^^ 
save man's body from the grave? Answer, this would nil^f 
serve the universalians purpose; for if men's souls wemi^ 
disposed of before the resurrection, either in a state of hpf^rf^^ 
ness or misery, the acli^ raising the body simply, would liiii^^ 
no effect in changing man's condition as a moral being., -^^^ '^ 

But it may be objected again, that Christ came to mye^ '^ 
from sin; and is not that sufficient to account foir 
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of Chrtott Not sufficient to answer the purpose of the univer- 
salians; for they say; first, that the salvation promised to be- 
lievers in the Okt and New Testament is not salvation from 
sin in its relation to future misery; that would be giving \f^ 
their scheme; fot if sm sub^ted to future misery, future mi- 
sery would be right; but that the promises and threatenings 
in the bible have an entire reference to the national calami- 
ties and ia£vidual miseries of this Hfe; hence, that the salva- 
tion by Jesus Christ may extend its beneficial infhience to a 
future state it is necessary that the soul of man should be 
found in some predicament from which be would need to be 
saved: that predicament must be some other than a miserable 
one, else universalism goes to the bottom. 

But secondly, as to those unbelievers who are the objects of 
^e bible threatenings and who die impenitent, imiversalians 
do not pretend that they are saved from either sm or misery 
by Jesus Christ; for they deny that man subject^||M||ielf to 
l^n beyond the grave; for if he did, he, upon the «^^l*sa)ia{| 
sefae^e, subjected himself to misery also, as tttt^ersjJism 
leaves no way for. the sinner to escape. If then, man only 
tfobjected himself to the commission of sin, in this life, and 
serves out the entire term in sinning, and then sutlers the full 
penalty, he is not saved from either sin or misery by Jesus 
Clirist; not from sin, for he is supposed to have sinned out his 
tpbd&ed time of sinning; not from misery, for he has suffer- 
^ all he deserved to suffer. 

Thus, we see, universalism denies that salvation by Jesus 
Christ has any relation to the soul of man in futurity, unless 
Stbe to save him fk>m the unconscious state of non-existence, 
,|9 which Mr. Balfour says he is consigned on the dissolution 
If #te body. 

^W wie dbail succeed in knocking this prop from under their 
edifice it must inevitably tumble into ruins — ^no- 
can sive it. 

i^miem niow to notice his &^ position— that mxC^ acKil^ft 
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First position, that man has no other soul than his animal 
life or breath. 

Mr. Balfour labours through thirty-six pages of his book| to 
prove that the original words, rendered soul, and spirit, in our ] 
version of the bible, meaii nothing but the breath or aniin^.< 
life; and so concludes that when man loses his breath, or ani* 
mal life, he loses his soul; or, in other words, that his. souly 
or animal life, or breath, ceases to exist when the body dies: | 
if this is not his conclusion, what is this argument brought ] 

^ forward for? If Mr. Balfour, or any other person, will only^ 
make it appear, either from scripture testimony, or any other 
source of evidence that will bear the light, that man has no 
other soul than his animal life, or breath, we will ^ield the 
palm of victory to them at once, and give up the immortality ] 
of the soul without further struggle; for we think that no man 
in his senses would conceive that the mere animal life, or 
breat^gWi^s enjoyed by us in common with cows and horsea 
i& thaP^Sf^, free, and powerful spirit, that was made in the 
image ^ c4^ tjffi wise and immortal Jehovah ; viz. a spirit, posp 

^ sessedof a mind capable, even in this mode of existence, i)(: 
travelling up the grand ascent of heaven, of grasping tbi^ 
throne of the great Eternal, and there developing the re^ut-, 
lations of the Almighty's government. If we have been miii?;. fi 
taken (for really the latter is something near the view we h%t^i | 
taken of man's soul) we must yield the palm to univ:ersalii^|ij|^ J 
for having enlightened us on the subject, 

I shall not undertake to dispute, either v/ith my learj^ej 
friend or the learned authors he has quoted, as to the 

, '^ ing of any word in the original, relating to the subject 
consideration; and that for the best reason in the 
do not understand the original: but 1 mean to meet himcK^ 
plain copmon sense construction, wl^^re learned jgn 
and acquired blindness are both so frequently ^ut to ^^ 
trumps. 
I will. now flOQte a paragia^ ^qp 

^ j^ldiQWf by l)js 0^ wordS; tlat iiaiS^^, 
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eight pages and upwards, has been to prove-that the original 
word, rendered soul, ip our version of tlie bible, means ani- 
mal life, or breath, only. Look at his ^comment on Genesis, 
XXXV, 18, on the above pa|fe— «-" And it came to pass, as her 
soul (meaning RachaePs) was in departing ( for she died) that 
6he called his name Bcnoni; but his father called him Benja- 
min." "Religious prejudice aside," says Mr. Balfour, «* no 
man would underst&nd any thing mt)i^e tmt this— her breath or 
life departed." 

It is not the meaning of this text that I would stop a mo- 
ment to dispute about. It is the doctrine it is brought to sup- 
port; namely, that all the soul man has is his natural life. If 
this be correct, the gentleman is quite consistent in denying 
the existence of disembodied human souls, after death; for, I 
know of no person that bolds^ that after animal life is extinct 
it has any existence. 

But I repeat the question ; for what purpose it|||ys argu- 

inent used by Mr. Balfou^^ Why, plainly this; tp^^^ve the 

TSbuPs immortality, by proving that man has no sopl. 

"^'■r-'- We will now examine the plain common sense constructio^x 

""^tf* the words soul, and spirit, as they stand in our version. - 

'Jt^- Mr. Balfour ought to be aware, that such has been, aiid stlj^ 

'/if, the poverty of language, that the same word is msdie use 

^^pT^ in hiany instances, to convey very difierent ideas. Henc^ 

'^f fife word (whatever it may mean in the original) when ren- 

r^iijeired spirit, in our language, means any thing possessing life> 

i3f a living power, and is Used to express the essences of plants 

well as animals, because these essences contain a vitali- 

^fi^ and invigorating life-giving energy. Why, then, should 

e thou^t improper to extend the temr, when used in refe- 

^mc^ to man, beyond his mere animal life and breath, to. that 

QoUeTpart that so conspicuously bears the impress of the 
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i^Ad isr not the same word which is rendered spirit in our bi* 

Hi^fiedi lo^ Ggd himself? Jesus, the Sob i^ God, says, 

t Spii^; and Mos^s says, Qod\iii^^%sM^ 
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t>f ail flesh. Paul calls God the Father of spirits. Now here 
is a plain distinction between the body and^ the soul, in the 
use of the terms flesh and spirit. Again, ^e word spirit^ in 
scripture, means the Holy Gho|^, or that Divine and Hving 
influence that constitutes the moral life of good men^s souls, 
•aid to be (in Paul to the Hebrews) a being made partakers^ 
the Holy Ghost. 

Now, the soul, or spiritual part of mantis what Moses tuLyn 
was created in the image of Grod, natural and moral. I bof>e 
none will say that it was Adam^s body that was created in 'Sie 
image of God. Now, if God is. a Spirit, and man was creiated 
in his image, man must be a spirit also, and his body the house 
or habitation in which that spirit dwells. Paul calls our bo- 
dies the earthly house of this tabernacle; and so far Is Paid 
from supposing that the soul will die with the body, ^at He 
says, when this earthly tabernacle shall be dissolved, we haVe 
a buildiapE^ God, a house not made with hands, eternal in the^ 
heavens^ ^ ^ 

What a degrading conception universalism has imbibed <df 
that noble production of infinite goodness, power, and v^ 

^om! " We have seen," says Mr. Balfour, " that beasts hari 
the same breath or spirit." Why not aflirm, also, that die£^ 
spirits shall be happy or miserable in a disembodied state? and 
pray why may not Mr. Balfour aflirm (since he has given miM 
no preeminence over beasts in reference to the Isoul or spirit^ 
that the souls of beasts are Idd up and hid with Christ in Gdd 
to be. restored to beasts at the resurrection? Would not one ^ 
ihese affirmations be of as much weight as the other? Surdt)^ 
Kr. Balfour must have been closely pressed for argumenli^ 
when he had to resort to pm supposition, that the soul of miiii^ 
which was made in the image oi God, was exactly I&e ^^ 
soul of a beast, and had no m(»e relatieii to happ&ess and 
sery than a beast has. . Hail matchless argument! worthy 
4#0i|j(if: thecauseit isusedto^efendl '% 

10^ position : ^ttutiirlien tlie body dbs the mi 

jK^ m^iX9M fifitti die bodyc 
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This position is founded on the following words, in page 37: 
>* in short, we may as well assert the preexistence of bodies 
and spirits, before God created man, as assert the separate 
existence of either after de^thw'^ 

The gentleman is perfectly correct, if the following sen- 
tence be true: "BothTetum to their original condition." Wc 
might just as well make one of those assertions as the other: 
for, if man, when he dies, returns to his original condition, 
there is an end to him, soul and body. But does Mr. Balfour 
really believe that man returns to his original condition? If he 
does, he believes man as entirely blotted from existence as if 
he had never been. Is this the condition Christ came to save 
man from? How can Christ save mankind, when there in 
none to save? To talk about saving nonentities, or beings 
that have no existence, is the very essence of silliness. To 
use Mr, Balfour's method^pf reasoning, we might just as well 
talk about saving mankind before God created the^^as talk 
about saving them after they have returned precisely to the 
same condition they were in before they were created. The 
scripture doctrine on this subject is, that Christ came to save ^ 
man from perishing. Mr. Balfour's doctrine is, that he came * 
to save man .after he had perished. 

Waiving any further remarks on the condition to"which man 
returns, at death, into which we have been incidentally led, 
until we come to the examination of that question, we go on to 
examine the position before us. 

, The first argument I shall use is, the universal consent of 
saankind to the existence of disembodied spirits. 

I am well aware that it may be said, that the eonsent of 

id^puikind is a very fallacious criterion to judge by., (/milted : 

J^t that is only when that consent is opposed to th^ gaitdne 

4iptates of common sense and tke clear evidence of reason 

f^elation: but instead of that being the case, I hope to 

before I am done that the consent of mankind, ixt this par- 

j» supported from all these sources of evidence, ji|d •by 

of Mr. Balfour himBoK ialo ^%\idx%^Tk^ 

Hi 
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first positi^. ThiB heix^ the dLde, the 'main prop ia gcme^ 
from unde^ the <yne tiaw before us. This will be reeudily seent 
if we advert to his reason for (%|dii|r so much pabis to ptoifF^ 
that man had no soul b»t his axumal life, or l»«ath. He knew 
that if he could substantiaite this position, the second would be 
easily established: for who that possesses an ounce of com? 
men sense would believe, that after death takes place, anioml 
life, or breath, has any more existence? 

But where am I to obtain evidence that this ^oetiinehidr 
been consented to by mankind in all ages? Answer, from 
^e struggles of Mr. Balfour to evade the force of this «rg»> 
ment. 

He comes out very honestly imd acknowledges that the 
heathen worid held this doctrine, but attributes it to their 
superstitious errors, yet denies that die ancient Jews held to 
this docti^e, or that either iancient or modern scripture writers 
held it. The force of testimony compelled him to acknow- 
ledge that the Pharisees ofOur Lcwd^s time held to this doctrine* 
a&d that our Lord^s disciples were deeply imbued wit4i it: bul 
rather ^im acknowledge that they held the truth, he says ^ey 
had borrowed their superstitious notions from the heathen. Is 
it not quite as likely that the heathen borrowed it £rem the 
Jews? Does it appear very likely that the Jewish peoj^e 
would abandcm a truth that was of so much magnitude; th^t 
had been handed down to them, in the oracles of divine trutfe; 
and all at once imbibe the superstitious views of the heathen? 
But is it not evident, from the few notices of it taken in sCri^ 
ture, that it was a doctrine that was never called in questioiiy 
unt£l it was done by ^e materialists of our Lord^s timet Had 
the i^trine of the resurrection been as jgenerally admitted ^ 
the doctrine of disembodied spirits was, we should have kli^ 
perhaps, as Httle saUttboutit in the New Testement, as tlli|^^ 
isiil^d old; but ^ae doctrine of the resurrectiob doing 
^ nsliiid^wn to all the World, eitoe^pt the seetc^^e 
Mdaag^ateJe^B, It becumeiiece^sary, &etiikita 
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did Ckri^tiaa TeHgioJo, ^ it dioald be^mticukrly attd fre- 
quently dwelt on. 

Not so with the doctnne of disembodied spixits* Every body 
tolieved that docttine— Jews «nd Gentiles — except llio com- 
paratively insignificant s^t of the Sadducees. Now Luke, th» 
levangelifit, says of them, that they say there is no resurrectioft 
neither angel nor spirit : but the Pharisees confess both» Now^ 
does not the evangelist seem plainly to reprove the Sadducee» 
(or their disbelief in angels and ^irits, as well as their disbe- 
lief oP the resurrection : and does he not likewise seem to 
ttf^rove the Pharisees for admitHng the existence of angels 
and spirits, as well as believing the doctrine ofthe resurrection t 
or did he intend it as an encomium on the Sadducees, iot 
believing twe truths to one lie, while he censured the Phaii* 
vees for believing two lies to one truth t The fact is that this 
Tery passage, .were there not another in the bible, is of 
itself sufficient proof of the doctrine of disembodied spirita^ 
But were there any doubt on the subject, our Lord, in bii 
interview with the Sadducees, puts the subject at rest. The 
43adduoees thought to puzzle our Lord, c^ the doctrine of the 
•resurrection, by presenting the case of seven brethren that 
married the same woman. ^<And they say unto^ him whose 
wife diallshe be of the seven; for they all had her? Jesus 
answered and said unto them, ye do err, not knowing the 
scripture nor the power of God; for in the resurrection they 
-neither marry nor are given in marriage; but are as the angels 
«f God.*' 

Here Chridt Jesus confutes one false principle in their 

creed, namely that there are no angels. <<But as touching tha 

iresUrrection of the dead, have you not read Jihat whicil'^Was 

fifoken unto you by God, saying, I am the God of Abfifiam^ 

I ^|Jg^:the God of Isaac, and God of J[jacob, God is not the God of 

^|tj$'deii4 butihe living;^ as if he had said you Sadducees 

valhal when a man dies and his body moulders inter <£q||^ 

6r)g4i:l9ldre^him; but your doctrine of nmtenaij^m "ft 

[# ti^ sertpture^ Godeays^laxaiibi^^ti^^^^^i^ 
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ham d&c. N0W9 Aliraham is not dead, for Godis&otth# 
God of the dead, &c* 

Now, I would adk any universalian, if the bodies of Abrahanif 
Isaac, and Jacob, were not dead long before God appeared lo 
Moses in the bush? Mr. Balfour will readily agree to' tlusj 
for he says, on the 37 page of his book, that both body and 
soul return to their original condition. Now, if this was &e 
case with those men at death, they were not only dead, but 
had lost their existence as completely as if they never ha4 
been created^ Now it would have been equally as proper fol 
the Almighty to have called himself their God, before they ha4 
a being, on the ground of their being alive, as it was for iuifi: 
to do it on the same ground after they had lost their being. ^ 

Here then we give you the plain comment on our Saviou^ 
words, as follows; Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures nor 
the power of God: the scriptures, that teach the doctrine, no^ 
the power of God to raise the dead body; for he that calle^: 
the sleeping dust to life, at first, can call the sleeping duslte '^ 
life again, when this (the resun*ection) takes place thejfl 
neither marry nor are given in marriage; but are as angeli| 
of God. Here he rectifies their false notion about angete> 
But, said he, as we have touched upon the resurrection let iiSL, 
meet your whole view on that subject. You believe that wh^o^ 
a man dies his body moulders to dust, and there is no more C|f ^ 1 
him; but this is not so. His soul survives the grave, Wp*- *j 
disembodied spirit lives, and as a proc^of it I give you thQ fyj^ 4 
lowing text : Have ye not read that which was spoken to y^' 
by God; saying, I ajn the God of Abraham, and the God.w ' 
Isaac, jind the God of Jacob, God is not the God of the 
bu|^9f the living. Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob's bodies, we 
kn^ii^ are dpRd and had been dead four hundred^ yearst b 
these words were spoken to Mo^es, ^t the buraing bush; 
th§ir soals were not dead ; for Qod is not the God of the 

|ti^Hving. ThuB ourLord confiiled the Sadda 
^g them on thia main prijic^^f, of their &Is§ 
,-#tb0 c^nial of ihsiexjit^nce c^Jis^l^odie^ i 
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attacked them on any other principle^ they would have con 
futed him on his own premises. 

We will suppose, for the sake of argument, that Christ an< 
the Sadducees agreed in rejecting the doctrine of disembodies 
0pirits, which they would, o£ course, were it true, and the Sad 
ducees to have met our Saviour with the following argument 
'^You," say they "want to prove the doctrine of the resui 
rection: your major proposition is that God is the God o 
Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob: your mine: 
proposition is, that God is not the God of thie dead, but of th< 
living; but Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, are dead; therefore th< 
doctrine (^ the resurrection is not true; because your argu 
ment is predicated on the personal identity of a living subject 
but Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are not living: therefore you: 
argument falls to the ground. ♦ 

Now, what light would such an argument shed on the mys 
terious doctrine of the resurrection, or what conviction was ii 
calculated to carry to the minds of his hearers? It appears tha 
his argument silenced the Sadducees, and gave satisfacti6i 
to the bystanders. 

But, let us suppose, for the sake of further illustration, tha^ 
Jesus Christ did believe in the existence of disembodied spirits 
how would the argument then stand? I am the God of Abra 
ham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob; Grod is not th( 
God of the dead but of the living. But Abraham, Isaac, an< 
Jacob are living; therefore, the doctrine of the resurrectioE 
48 true. 

The argiqnent is now conclusive : because, it is predicated, 
^lis time, upon the personal identity of a living subject, am 
d|bf a dead one. This opens the way to test HCe merits of th< 
stive views adopted by the contending parties. To mak< 
task easy, it is necessary to understand the meaning of « 
toritts, which we will have to make use of, in the furthm 
iiifaidf this subject: to wit, the words creation an< 

kp^ dr&atton is used^ wlxeu t«S«tAft^ \» \>^^:^^ 
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express that exercise of divine power, that originally gaVe 
being to all ^ings, while the term restfrrection means a raising 
or revival of the dead. Now, Mr. Balfour says, that man 
returns, both soul and body, at death to his original condition, 
and that body and soul have no more existence separate from 
each other, than they had prior to their creatic«i. Now, if this 
is a fact, they need a new act of creation, instead of a resurrec- 
tion to bring them back. 

But, what was that condition? Let us transcribe the sen- 
tence, and leave our readers to gather bis meaning, from his 
own words : "in short, we may as well assert the preexistenee 
of bodies and spirits, before God created mail, as assert the 
separate existence of either after death. Both return to their 
original condition." 

Thus Mr. Balfour, instead of placing mankind at the dispoisid' 
of redeeming goodness, has consigned him again to the gloomy 
shades of nonexistence, where all his relations are as cdna- 
pletely dissolved as though he . never had a being. What 
relation is there existing, think you between the Saviour' o£ 
the world and a race of visionary beings that exist nowhei^y 
except in imagination? Mr. Balfour must have been hard nut 
for some predicament to place mankind in, other than a miie^ 
rable one, so as to account for the necessity of a Saviotit^, 
wjien he had to send tim wherei salvation could find nobody^ td 
save! • - ' ^■■- ■/ > / .- "^ -•-^■;' 

He i^d his fraternity well know, that if their system leaves 
man a personal existence, and sin and misery are not endless, 
then sin and misery will come to an end without ^e necessity 
of asavBbr. ^ :f < 

But, a 
i^htity: 1,1 

tion and the lifeV l^fiii^Q itagaiii. Wjiu^ll iadt lost its 
when it is an Iki^^mbved fiK>n^,beiiig apdinan bcdy, iis' 
had never existed! Strange lo^ic to be^^iure ! 
for the sake of argum^iit, th|t Clhiist sh 
v^t is ^^d(Md for serais 1^ 




rsalian may reply, the body has not losf 
staailinneedof Christy 1^ is the i^ 

- idenl 
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^;^talfour has sent them all to the regions of nothin^,''where 
L^I^^Qght but creating energy can reach ;them or bring them 

^- '^ i^ow purpose showingj that no scheme but ours secures to 
his personal identity at the resuirecticm. Not so on the 
ersalian scheme. To make this plain let us suppose a case. 
C an infant be taken, as soon as born, and fed entirely on 
WiSbiB essence of human flesh during the imbecile stage of chiM- 
liood, and afterwards on huQian flesh alOne, until the child be- 
es a full grown man. Here, then, we find a human body 
posed entirely of the bodies of others. Now this man, at 
resurrection, having no soul to constitute his personal iden- 
, loses the identity of person, in making up the deficiency 
sioned to others, while his body was obtaining its gi'owth. 
^^uce this as a possible, not a probable case, to illustrate the 
sity of something better than universalism afibrds, to se- 
e to man his personal identity at the resurrection. It will 
een, by this case, that if it requires the same body to be 
ed again; to constitute the identity of the person, then this 
by losing his body, not only loses his identity, but loses 
^^stence along with it. I am aware that a universalian 
reply, in the language of St. Paul: "thou fool, that which 
sowest is not quickened, except it die, and that which 
sowest thou sewest not that body that shall be." This 
do on our scheme, but it is the ruin of the universalian 
ae. Univ'ersalists have nothing to secure personal iden- 
but the resurrection of the very same identical particles 
tter of which the former body was composed: otherwise 
pot tho^ame person. Not so with our scheme!^|||aul says 
is earthly tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building 
y a house not made with hands, e^lfnial in th$. heavens^^' 
fi^s, "yea I think it meet, as lonjj^sl am l^his t^ber- 
1|»ftiryou up, by putting you io^^jas^nibraBce, "Iq^f^w- 
;t shortly I must put ofl' this my it^tfm^X^i even a$ Mr 
ist bath showed me." ^'—i^^:. 

ges go to show, lUos^ apoaW^^ V\^''j«idsi-S^S*^ 
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bodies as the mere shell of their persoiis-'-a teaement bi 
which their souls resided, which are put off at death, withool 
losing the souls identity. Nay this language of those apO0€e% 
instead of being the language of men who believed that they 
had no more souls than the mere animeU life or breath^ of 
brutes, appears to be the fiuniliar language of men whaspdk^ 
of their souls, as their real persons, while they coBskie]f«ri 
their bodies as mere appendages, to answer the purposes <£ 
this state of existence, which had according to Paul to undergo 
a thorough changejo fit it for another state of being. 

But were any more proof wanting, that proof is given iH 
our Lord^s unequivocal declaration to the dying thief— ^<TU« 
day shalt thou, be with me in paradise.^^ 

Mr. Balfour afler puzzling his ingenuity no little in trying 
to find out where paradise was, and where it was not, comes to 
^ conclusion, that our Lord meant the grave. — See bisfffst 
essay, page 52. 

What a compliment Mr. Balfour here pays to the Saviout rf.^i 
mankind. The dying thief addressed him, in his character jrf^ 
Saviour, and, in the immediate prospect of entering anotlMr 
world, puts up an humble petition to the Lord Jesus, tobov 
remembered in his coming kingdom; and what is the cowgih' 
ling reply that Mr. Balfour puis into the mouth of the tenAer 
hearted Saviour, who was just shedding his hearths best .blood, 
for the salvation of a lost world. <<This day shalt thou be wiAr 
me in the grave !^^ Apiece of information, this, that the poor 
thief was in p^session of, to his sorrow, before the^Savioctr 
said one word on the subject. Had Mr. Balfour consulted &U 4 
Paul, he#lBuld have told him at once, and saved him aB hit' « 
trouble. Paul says, it is in the third heaven: 2d Corinthiafli^ 
1^ 23, 24. But Mr. Balfour says, page 53, our Lord co(dd 
not j|ave meant heai^n, for he £d not ascend to heaven oMll'- j 
i^|t after his resurrection; and on page 54, he qabpf^ ^ 
tsfi^ aa saying, <^t ^t day our Saviour ig%SL 
ifer he was not yet ascended, either in h 
i%r as scriptare doth or reason caa i 
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How easy it is to make assertions! By what authority 
these men have asserted this I know not. I know <hFti6 suffi- 
cient testimony th^,t would go to substantiate this as a fact, in 
opposition to ouf Lord's express declaration, ** to day shalt 
thou be with me i* paradise.^' This, together with Paul's 
placing it in the third heaven, ou^t to be scripture testimony 
sufficient to satisfy the most incredulous: but universalism has 
a facility in getting over scripture testimony. -It is true, that 
on the morning of Christ's resurrection Jesus saith unto Mary 
" touch me. not, for I am not yet ascended to my Father.'^ Al- 
though I am no grammarian, still I know. enough to satisfy me 
that the term yet^ in our Lord's address to Mary, alluded to a 
period in the past tense, from ^rhich up to the occasion when 
the term was used, he had not tiscended to his Father. Two 
periods are presented to our notice: his crucifixion am} 
resurrection. That Mr. Balfour has fixed hia calculation from 
the crucifixion there can be no doubt: but that the resur- 
rection is the true period there can be as little doubt. To fix 
upon the former period .would suit Mr. Balfour's view exactly; 
hut fix upon the latter, and his air-built castle, founded on the 
words " I have not yet ascended to my Father," would tuihble 
into ruins at once. Should a universalian object to the shprt 
period that transpired between the crucifixion and resurrec- 
' tion, as being of any weight agakist our view of this particular, 
we would observe, that if our Lord accompani^iot 4lie thief up 
to the third heaven the day he was crucified, he could return 
)>ack the next, unless it is supposed it would take longer to 
eome down than^t did to go up. 

^ But suppose Mr. Balfour to be correct: that Je^us had not 

fiscended to his Father from the time he was crucified until he 

. jeipoke those words to Mary. Does it follow, of course, that he 

^^^jbffd not been to Paradise? -It does not — ^we must reqiUect 

places paradise in the third heaven. Now the resi- 

i c^^e Almighty is in the high and holy gku^f^^^ii^r^t 

place where Grod dwelt when theie wi 

4well there. K then tW \uik&2&2^|B&i 

1 








103 



BIODERN (JN1V£RSALISM. 



■% 



J 



Highest is the fint heaveoy and par^ise die third, coun^ng 
downward, it is easy to conceive that|pe Saviour could escort 
the converted thief to pdiiadise, without ascending to the 
highest heaven where his Father dwelt. 

But waiving all further speculation on this subject, we say, 
it ought to satisfy any reasonable person, that Christ promised 
the. dying thief, that, to day he should be with him in paracMse; 
and that paradise is, accordi^ to St. Paul, in the third heaven t 
but I wish it to be understood, . before I leave the case Qf the 
dying thief, that there is another piece of scripture testimoBy, 
in this passage, that aims a deadly blow at the rotten ran^rls 
of universalism. The dying thief says <^ Lord remember me, 
when thou comes t in thy kingdom.'^ He did not believe ^0 
doctrine of universalism, it seems, or he would have had bo 
fears of being forgotten: but how did it happen that the h&si 
said nothing to the other thief about taking him. to paiadiset 
Did he not need consolation, as well as the first? Does nOt 
universalism say, that Christ takes good and bad to parac^e 
together? 

I wish once more to allude to Paul^ third heaven. He 8a3rs 
<< I knew a man, whether in the body or out of the body I can^. v 
not teII:^V What! Paul a Universalist, and could not tell! 
What! Paul believe, with Mr. Balfour, that human soul&cannot 
exist separate from the body, and could not tell whetter this 
man^s soul was in or out of the body ! If Mr. Balfour had been 
there, he would have put the Apostle straight at once; he 
would have told Paul that he ^ might as well believe in pre$ 
stent spirits as disembodied spirifs.^ And yet this isvthaf 
Uem^l&at comes out so pompously and boldly and affinns 
scripture testiipimy in sii^K»t of the: e^ii&taiiM 
8ptrit|. , V 

^jx^ Ihi^k it%oi4d be aii ias^t to nlor cead^»^ undeae^ 
to jtffer any more argiiinea^ to pveve tbe lUs^ «( 
l.woia4 folk)«^ Jfe B^ 
fy isgpp^t ba has^ hi$[iii^^ ^'^^iHM^I 
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as in meeting bis nextj^ition) mj ai^^oments wHl bear heavily^ 
en this point. '^^B 

Third position: that 1)0th body and soul return to their origi- 
nal condition afler death, and remain so until afier the resur- 
rection, when the body becomes incorruptible and the soul im- 
mortal. 

Mr. Balfour, af\er having laboured through thirty-six pages, 
tp prove that man has no soul, no immaterial, no immortal 
party at length comes to the conclusion, that when he dies he 
returns to his original condition. He comes to this conclusion 
from. Solomon's words : Ecclesiastds, zii, 7: ^^then shall the 
dust retuni to the. dust as it was, azid the . spirit to God, that 
gave it.'' 

, His comment on these words is as follows:— -both return 
te their original ccmdition : the dust shall return to the earth, 
as it was; and is not the same true of the spirit, for it returns 
unto God, who gave it ^^Itis hid Or laid up with Christ, in 
God, to be restored to man at^he resurrection," Col. iii, 3. 

One would suppose that a writer who had taken so much 
pains to prove that man had no soul, would hardly make the 
4Kince8sions he has made above. . First he says, both return 
€o their original condition. Both what? If man has no soul, 
bofw can it return to its original concUtion. when there is none 
1^, return? 

•Secondly, he says, that this soul that cannot exist separate 
from the body, <^ returns (after it leaves the body) to Grod who 
gftve itj and is hid or laid up with Christ in Godj tp be restored 
at the resurrection." How can that which has no sepa? 
existence from the body return to God, |«fter it haa left 
Ham body ? How can that which has no separkt4||^iste|||^ lliL 
JUdor laid up any where? How can that which hi 
m aji kJt 9^ &KnxL the body be restored to the body atH^J 
^IhBt" , - •■ 

e contradictory concessions 

given up the following points: 
^irit, ^y «aa«a Uft, or b«^^ 
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that he has a soul : Second, that man^s soul cannot exist in a 
disembodied state, or separate from W|^ body, and admits ^t 
it can: Thirdly, he admits the immortality of the soul. 

Afler all these admissions and conqessions, or rather in the 
midst of them, Mr. Balfour lays down the position under con' 
sideration, tho absurdities of which I am going to expose; also 
to show how those admissions and concessions clash with \6ach 
other. 

Mr. Balfour, afler labouring, through thirty-six pages, to 
prove that the original words, rendered m our language seql 
and spirit, meant nothing but the breath, or animal life of man, 
comes to the following conclusions: First, that when man lo- 
ses his breath, or animal life, he loses his soul : Secondly, that 
Christ came to raise man, soul and body, to a state of immor- 
tality, at the resurrection, man not having been created im- 
mortal. 

Mr Balfour, on the ninety-seventh page, says, " that it will 
not be contended that the image of God, in which man wai» 
created, referred to either his immateriality or immortality." 

It is a pity Mr. Balfour has not told us to what it did refer; 
but more of this in another place. 

On tho thirty-seventh page he admits the immortality of 
the soul, as will be seen as we proceed. After quoting, on the 
thirty-sixth page, Eccles. xii, 7, <^ then- shall the dust return 
to the dust as it was, and the spirit to God, who gave it," he 
comes to the conclusion, not that the soul dies with the bocty^ 
nor that it did not exist separate from the body, as he Jiad ^ 
%een labouring to show, nor yet retuin to its original condition 
— a^jtate of no^^existence — ^as he had just declared, but thi^ 
r etai led to God, according to Solomon, it was hid,^or 
Christ in God, to be restored to man,, at the re- - 
'^"^ To prove this, he quotes Clol. iii, 3. Hismioi})^ 
'4his scripture I purpose showing elsewhere. 
|&i^wr|^ adn^ion, thatthe soul retuips to 
' Id'tip, with Christ in God, from death1S> *" 
dt adH»>wledgmeiil ^boft jfaej 

- ■. . - > ^ -\.^. ■■a. ■ilfc**^^^^' ^^ »■ 
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eli<}0a'7oiiriDg to confute^^ Bamely^ the immortality of the soul 
and its existeiice in a di$^t)octied state^ uotwithstanding his as-* 
sertion, that both soul and body retum to their original condi** 
tion of nonexistence. 

A few lines before he makes this admission:; with the scrips 
ture quotation by which he attempts to support it, he says, we 
have BO more reason to conclude from this text, (alluding to 
Eccles, xii, 7^ the text upon which he has made the admis^ 
sion,) that die spirit will exist distinct from Grod, afler deaths 
than that the body will exist, distinct from the groi^nd, afler it 
ret^uns to dust, and we n!iay, with equal truth, believe in pre* 
existent spirits as in disembodied spirits; in short, we may as 
well assert the prcexistence of bodies and spirits before God 
created man, as to assert the separate existence of either after 
death. Here is both the doctrine and language of materialism. 
Farewell to mankind! Salvation can never reach man. It has 
nothing to saves sin and death have not pierely placed him in 
a lost condition, but have annihilated him as completely as if 
be had never been created, As the poet has it, 

^< As he sprang out of nothing, so he back agaii^ 
<*To the regions of nothing is sent to remain^. 
^' While eternity rolls, in oblivion to dwell, 
"Without any relation to heaven or hell."- 

Let us test the philosophy of this question^ 

It is certain that befbre God made man he had no existence^ 
Now if he loses his existence the moment he dies, a^d^90^ 
c^mes the same he was before God created him, is theri| any 
thing lefl to return to God, or can God hide||iCHhij 
Christ in himself, and restore it to man at the n 

This brings to my recollection the saying of a sii^l 
— rikt a time when corn was scarce and high, he 
being cheu» at another place, some distance off; 
ba woulo^Hhere and buy it for half nothing, aat 

aocHI it for twice as much. ^ ii ?i^ 
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Had Mr. Balfour only reduced hia ii^Ib and bodies* to half 
nothing, he might, by doubling thei^tainder, have made a 
whole something of them; but as he has reduced them to no- 
thing at once, he has ruined his whole scheme of redemption 
altogether, forJie has left nothing to be redeemed. 

Let us proceed with the philosophy of this case. 
. It is very evident that the body does not lose its existence 
at death. It only changes its modification, and returns, with- 
out losing its identity, as ijt respects a certain quantum of mat- 
ter, to its original dust. To lose its existence it must go where 
it was, or rather where it was not, before God created the 
earth out of which man's body was made. Then, if the body 
loses nothing by death only its mode of being, by what rule of 
logic or philosophy can it be made appear that the soul loses 
any thing but its mode of existence? Let us meet Mr. Balfour 
on his own premises. 

If the soul has no existence separate from the body how can 
it return to God? Is it not plain dbt it must return to dust too? 
But, says Mr. Balfour, the soul is immediately swallowed up 
in God, as the dust is swallowed up in dust. Well; but if the 
soul cannot exist separate from the body; if one is swallowed 
up in God, the other must be also; and if one is swallowed up 
in dust, both must be. But suppose we take it for granted, be- 
cause Mr. Balfour has been pleased to tell us so, that the 
souls of mankind are laid up, or hid with Christ in God, to be 
restored to man at the resurrection. I now ask, do these souls 

jii|onie blended with God, as the body is blended with the dust 
it becomes a part, or do they not? If they do, then 

J^t&n have something added to him, which previously did 
rl^l^astitute a part of Deity; but which, by this addition, 
^11 p^t. Is not God an infinite being? Can infinity 
wng added to it? If po will not this addition make; 
than infinite? If it does not become blended willt ^ 
fecome a part of Deity it maintains a se] 
atoi^ce shows the fallacy of Mr. Balfc 

SUffiii definite idea must bo attached to the 

-'. ^ 
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made use of by Mr. Bf^^r (to wit) ^^Both return to their 
original condition," an^^to be hid or laid up with XUhrist in 
God." Two ideas present themselves on both these particulars: 
the soul and body, in returning to their original condition, 
either lose their existence or they do not. If tb^y do there is 
an- end to man, body and soul : if they do not, they must main- ^ 
tain a separate existence or be clogged with the following " f^ 
consequences, as will be seen by noticing the ideas attacbefi 
to the phrase " hid or laid up with Christ in God." ThO s^uj, 
in " returning to- God, to be hid or laid^up with Christ in God,*' 
either maintains a separate existence from God or it does not: 
if it does, the doctrine of disembodied spirits is true; if it does 
not th^n in returning to God they are blended with Deity and 
beccMne a part of God. Now, if this was the original of man's 
soul, then it follows, of course, that God has been divided into 
as many parts as ever there were human beings in existence, 
and will yet be divided into as many more as there will be, to 
the end of time If this is collect, then parts of God have 
been involved in sin and misery. These are the legitimate 
conclusions to which we Jiave been conducted from Mr. Bal- 
four's premises. 

it will be recollected that this is Mr. Balfour's main position, 
by which he attempts to disprove the soul's immortality. 
Now let it be observed, that whether the soul loses its identity 
in God by becoming a part of Deity, or whether it retains its 
separate existence, in neither case does it lose its immortality, 
Unless we suppose it becomes mortal by becoming a part o€ 
God. Thus, according to Mr. Balfour's own showing, the d^uli^ 
does not lose its immortality. r , ; 

Again, if man was not made immortal at first, ty^en ))y s&S^k? 
nia^ he has raised himself to immortality. Hail A(mm ; xmie^^^ 
[As fatal tree diou hast accomplished thine own inilaa ' 
'{"^y Maker made thee a poor mortal dying worm: ha^ 

wouldst have remained a mortal dying 
er; flfttou wouldst have died, and thou couldst 
Urolpj^ab; for none but aixmexauQ^^^^^v^'^^ ^^^^ 
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III Ist John^lii, 8, w^ kfam that (^Mt was manifei^d, to 
desifoy the work of the devil, not to ^flSrge the works of God ; 
but, if man was not inmiortal when God made hhn, of course 
sin did not make him mortal : then to raise htm to kmnortali^ 
was no part of Chris t^s mission. 

Objection. Does not Paul say^ that at the resurreeti#n thi» 
corruptible shall put on incormption and this mortal shtikl put 
on immortality? True: but does not the Apostle labour^ 
throughout that whole chapter, to prove that Christ came tO' 
restore to man what he lost by sin? Now if his soul was 
always mortal its mortality was no part of the loss he came ta 
by sin, and of course could not have entered into, any part of 
the Apostles argument on the subject.. 

But it should be recollected, that the term mortal, in our^ 
language, means liable to die: and it should be recollected 
that deaths in the familiar language of scripture, is applicable 
to both sotil ai^ body ^^you^' saiththe Apostle, ^^hath he quick** 
ened who were dead in trespas^s and sins^'' Ephesians ii, I. 

Again ; John iii, 36^ ^He that believeth on ^ae Son hatli * 
everlasting life; but he that believeth not shall not see life.'' 
Again Jesus says, << this is life eternal, that they may know 
thee, the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast 
sent." John xvii, 4v Now, this life, here spoken of, constn 
tuted that immortality that Adam lost by sin, and the death 
here spoken of, as far as death is applicable to the soul, is that 
mortality that he sank into, the day he ate the forbidden fruits' 
^^vertheless, it will be recollected that the soul did not cease 
^ %c -fii e^ust, when Adam lost the life, the immortal life of God, and 
: whfti Ills soul became dead to God and happiness, 

fl^ow I wish it to be distinctly understood, that through 
'^ CSimst a sc^ed of life, or in other words, a renewal of the ]ife«i^ 
tUar^iritual life of God is Again extended to man, and aa: 
se'and continuance of that life promised, on condition 
land obedience ; and that it is the loss and liabili^ telmifiilJ 
ttiiWe, and Ipse it forever, that ci^stitutes the qRtaiity 
thasou}, tLndmt the soul eeasitig to exist. God Qifl||.th# 
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to exist rorever. Sin4a^ not destroy its existence. It only 
produced a change infWpractices and enjoyment. If man'^ 
soul lost its existence by sin, it sunk not merely to a state of 
• mortality but to a state of nonentity. 

But, let US inquire what Paul meant by this corruptible 
putting on incorruption and this mortal putting on immortality^ <^i;i> 
The most that can be made of it, in consistency with scripture 
and common sense, is, that as sin had subjected the body to 
temporal death or corruption, and the soul to spiritual death or 
mortality. Christ eame to save man from this corruption and 
mortality .and to restore him to that state of incorruptibility 
and immortality from which he fell. Shall it be said that this 
is giving up the immortality of the soul, from the fall until the 
resurrection at least? not so fast. When God created man 
he made him in his own image natural and moral. This image 
had respect to man, not as an animal, but as a spirit. Jesus 
says ** God is a spirit." If then God is a spirit and man was 
made in the image of God, man must be, as regards his soul, 
a spirit also, partaking in a degree the properties and qualities 
that God possesses : first, the natural image, which consists 
in knowledge to know God and our relation to him; power to 
enable us to fulfil that relation; wisdom, so as to regulate our 
conduct according to God's will, and with a view to our own 
happiness and his glory; and we must posses^ immortality, or 
our existence would be liable to close every {moment, whether 
we sinned or not. 

Thus you see that part of the image in which God created ^ 
man was immortality, which consisted of two particulars: tb^v^.^^ 
m^tural and moral life of the soul. The one could be lost,^^^^.: ;% 
either could not. Paul says to the Ephesians, "you ^ ^^ *^^ ' 
^U^kkened who were dead in trespasses and sins*" 
did the Apostle allude to here? It was spirij|B|l 
oth0r death were their souk subject, as a cons< 

is evident, from the fact that wicked men 
attributes of mind. 

wimmade in the natural sa nh^VV ^<9('fiD«^e:^vs!f^^ 
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of his Maker, which (m(»ral image) ^'^A^J^j ^ right^Mtsnenr 
and true holiness. This is the li^pSui lost by ein. The 
same Apostle says. Col. iii, 10, <^put on the new man:^' that 
is, renewed in knowledge, after the image c^Him that created 
him ; this is what man lost by sin, and puts on again by righ- 
teousness, by the losing of which he lost that happy oonscieos- 
ness of the divine favour and approbation of his God. Ttua 
loss is called spiritual death, because it is a separation betwe€Ai' 
God^s moral nature and the soul of map, which nature censti- 
luted the moral life of the soul. This is restored to man, not 
by the resurrection of Christ from the dead; (that is ^ 
foundation upon which he predicates Ibe resurrection of man^s^ 
body) but by having Christ formed in the heart, the hope c^ 
gloQT, Christ, who is our life. Col. iii, 4, the spiritual life 
of the righteous. 

That the death here treated of is the mortality to which tlB^^ 
soul was subjected by traosgression, welearn from the histc 
of man's fall. We are there itiformed that God planted ii0^ 
tree of life in the midst of the garden. Now what was 
tree of life ? It was the principle of immortality, implanted^ 
the soul of man at his creation. This Adam was debarr^Z 
from, on account of sin. See Genesis iii, 24. John in 
Revelations xxii, 2, gives the same view of it. He says, ** 
leaves of the tree were for the healing of the nations" toci 
the mortal disease that had overspread the fallen ikadif^ 
Adam. 

Here it may be argued. Suppose the above view of the 
; mortality and immortality to be correct, it does not set 
Ihe u^ersalian scheme, as supported by St. Paul, in Ist 
xy^ where, he says, ^<as in Adam all die, so in Christ s] 
1)|» jq[i9i|p alive." But here it is to be observed that the 
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ter, and particularly up to that verse, w«s 

ly on the resurrection of the body; and it is 

that, in the next verse, he sets aside tho'ii^it 

^i%^||guage wlyph is of nodoubtful intorfii 

i(^i(WiA other passages. Hi» 
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man m%is own order-^^fcrist the first fruits; afterwards they 
that are Christ's at his^taing," shows that all those who are 
to be raised do not belong to Christ at his coining, and of 
course are not to be raised with those who are Christ's: for, 
s^ys the sam^ aposUe, 1st Thessalonians, iv, 16, "the Lord 
himself shall descend from heaven with a sh<5ut, with the vdce ^^ 
of the archcmgel, and with the trump of God, and the dead in 
Christ, shall rise first." 

Can language be plainer than the above, showing that the 
iininortality which the apostle exults in is an immortality pecu- 
liar to those only who are termed the dead in Chi'ist, whoso 
privilege it is to rise first. 

That the distinctive characters of just and unjust exist at 
the resurrection is too obvious to be d#nied. Christ says, See 
Luke xiv, 14, speaking of those, or rather to those who ex- 
tended their charity to the poor and helpless, "Thoushalt be 
xeconapensed at the resurrection of the just.'' Paul says, in 
Acts, xxiv, 15, " There shall be a resurrection of the dead^ 
both of the just and unjust" This distinctive character grows 
OUtt of the circuinstance that mankind carry with them, from 
Ij^ world the principles that stamp on them their character in 
the next. 

Paul, in his Epistle to the Romans, shows^ in language lu- 
Urinous as the beams of day, what constitutes this difierence. 
^in chap, vi, 21,22, of this epistle, Paul has this language — 

.What fruit had ye then in those things whereof ye are now 
\dt For the end of those things is death; bat now being 




.free from sin and become servants to God, ye 
Ituoto holiness, and the end everiasting life." 
less and unholiness form the distinctive c 
those who are Christ's and those who are not: 
Tjlcfpans, viii, 9, "Now if any man have not th# 
18 none of his." If this doctrme be true; i 
rWijboattillis i^irit are none of his, and constitute^ 
Iphzist^s at his coming. Ti^ dead i 
ioie^Aode w^4)e in Chmt. Bofore iSdA.I 
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can substantiate their doctrinei th^p|U mankind are t^hrisA: 
at his coming, they must prove one of two things: to wit, ei-^ 
ther that all mankind obtain the spirit of Christ before they 
die, or obtain that spirit afler death. 

We presume that universalists will not contend, that «U 
those who die in the field of battle, thirsting for each other's 
blood, die with the spirit of Christ in them; so with caseifk" 
numerable. If not, I presume that Mr. Balfour will not «»»'« 
tend, that they obtain it at any time between death and Chiis^i 
coming at the resurrection. Therefore, if none are Christ'l 
but such as have the spirit of Christ, those who do not obtain 
that spirit, either before death, at death, or after death, Jtre 
none of Christ^s at his coming: and Jf this be a fact, then all 
the triumphant conclusions of universalism, drawn from what 
Paul says in 1st Cor. 15th verse, about immortality, and death 
being swallowed up in victory, falls to the ground at once^ -aa 
being applicable to none but those who are Christ^s, at ^j 
coming. 

We have already shown enough to prove that this inmiefta* 
lity that Paul triumphs in is not an effect of the resurredtitaii 
of the body only, but is the joint effect of the restoration 
the soul, from a state of moral death, and the resurrection <^j 
the body, and their reunion and reestablishment, in that state; 
of immortality of soul and body in which God created th^.^ 
and from which they fell by transgression. 

Mr. Balfour, in his first Essay, section 4,. on page 96, 
" To say an immortal being became mortal by sin, is a 
dictiii^ in terms; nor is it intimated that the entrance^ 
produced such a change." 

,v^Answ«r First. Mr. Balfour confounds the derived 
^*'— '*-'**t immortality of man with the underived ai^ 
.lity of the self existent and unchangeable 
d concludes, because God cannot beeon^^ 
can man. Second, He asserts, tiiat there i|. 
entranoe of sin produced such a el 
e)Qf divebdy the eentrtuy is the 
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Crenesis, iii, 22 to 24: tliere you may see, ^at man, on account 
of sin, was driven from Eden and debarred the tree of life (to 
which before he hUd access) lest he should eat and live for- 
ever, Gould any man (unless blinded by prejudice or some 
unaccountable infatuation, after reading the following state- 
ment from Genesis, ii, chapter) hesitate to acknowledge, that 
man descended from the exalted eminence of immortality to 
the degraded condition of spiritual death and corruption : "and 
the Lord God commanded the man, saying, of every tree of 
the garden thou may est freely eat; but of the tree of the 
knowledge of good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it; for in the 
^ay thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.'' 

What is the naked inference to be drawn from this express 

declaration of the Most High to Adam, on this occasion ? "in 

the day thou eatest thereof thc?li shalt surely die." The lurai- 

-«ous beams of noonday Could make it no clearer than it is :' 

that if he refrained from eating the forbidden fruit be should 

live forever. Was not the tree of life planted in Eden that y 

'I man might eat and live : and yet Mr. Balfour, in the face of \ 

^ this evidence, says there is no intimation that any such a 

change was produced on mankind by sin. 

^ '- Mr. Balfour says, it is a contradiction to say, that an immor- 

"^1 being became mortal by sin. Now I should suppose it 

>: would involve no greater contradiction than to say, a mortal 

. Jieing became immortal. The distance in both cases is equal : 

^^ end yet Mr. Balfour admits that mortal beings become immor- 

*.tal d.t the resurrection. But what makes it a fittle more 

litirange on Mr. Balfour's part is, that notwithstandkig'\he 

'^ i^pposes it a contradiction to say,' sin can change an iraiai^^ital 

ilo a mortal, yet if his theory be correct, sin is the primj^ry! 

je of mortal man becoming immortal at the r^^rrection : 

rj if man was made mortal at first, by sinning he h^ raised 

lelf to immortality : for had he not sinned, he wonjCd have 

a mortal being forever. Now these are some of the - 
rhtful consistencies of universalism. 
ite atready observed, inconsistency \b 
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Before I proceed, I will give one more i^ecimen £rom Mr. 
Balfour^s first essay, page 106, wkere he speaidng e»f (be 
commoh opinion, that at die resurrection the soul and body 
are reunited &c.; but, says he, ^^it deserves notice that no 
such reunion is mentioned in the bible/' Now, whether such a 
reunion of soul and body is mentioned in the scripture or not, 
Mr. Balfour has taught it, and that too in this very essay, page 
37. He there says, after quoting Eccles. xii, 7, " then shall 
the dust return to dilst as it was, and the spirit to God that 
gave it;" "to be hid" says he, "or laidjip with Christ in God 
to be restored to man at the resurrection." 

How Mr. Balfour allows the soul to be disposed of after it 
is restored to man, he has not said: but we have taken it 
for granted, that it will be restored, for the purpose of being 
united to the body. We have^eard of men and women living 

• together, without being united : but for a soul and body to live 
together, without being united is a problem in theology we are 
not able to unriddle. 

The only subterfuge to which a universaiiah of Mr. BalfeiH>'s 
school can resort, to evade the inconsistency noticed above, is 
the doctrine he labours to establish, in the former part of tiiis 
essay. He has there established it, as far as universalian 
ingenuity can establish it, that man has no other soul or spirit 
than his animal life or breath, which he has in c(»nmon with 
beasts. See page 37, last paragraph; *' But we have seen that 
beasts have the same breath or spirit." 

Thus having come to the conclusion that man has no other 
soul than the breath or animal life that God breathed into hra 
nostrils at his creation, this breath leaves him at death-aad 
returns to God, and is again restored to man at the resurrected* 
Thus the inference is out, in plain terms, that man has no fi6«^|t' 
to be reunited with the body at the resurrection. Welt W 
so:lNit we must be now permitted to ask a few questions!^ *!F' 

jprst, has man any immaterial, any immortal part 
Balfour says not. He says, essay first, page 97, " 

saJt^ God .created man iu1us ownimai^) itwitl notbi 
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^[p&ded that this referred either to his immateriality or immor- 
ally." So then, we Imve got man with his naked body and 
bre^ath^ or animal life. 

Second query, which of these was it that God created in his 
own unage? Was it the animal breath, or spirit (alias life)? 
*^ We have seen" says Mr. Balfour, "that beasts have the 
saaxiQ breath or spirit." Were they, ci-eated in God's image 
top? He plainly intimates, from the circumstance of their 
living the same breath or spirit, that they are entitled to the 
0ame that man is ; for he immediately adds, that as they have 
t}agd same breath or spirit, "why not affirm also that their spirits 
^hall be happy or miserable m a disembodied state?" And 
on the 36 page, he says, " if it be contended, that man exists 
after death, because he has a spirit it ought also to be con- 
l^joded that beasts live after death,* for they all have one 
l)^<9ath or spirit." Thus you see Mr. Balfour makes out that 
th^ soul of man is merely his animal life, or breath. 

This being the case, 1 repeat the query, is it this animal life 

^ breath that was created in the image of God, or was it man's 

^ady that bore the impress of the Almighty? It could not have 

J^0ea the body, for that, abstract from the life or breath, is a 

. laere lump of organized matter, incapable of receiving the 

..piipress of any other image but death and corruption. Besides, 

, ^.X/hrist says, "God is a Spirit, and a spirit hath not flesh and 

\ jbpiie^." If then flesh and bones is not the, image of God in which 

Iflian was created; and there is nothing about man but his body 

^^>vtl|d breathy is his breath the image of God ? Man's breath is 

'.^i^9^. GoA is represented as the fountain of life. Now if man's 

# .plif^ j| an image of God's life, and man'^ life is nothing,^,but 

and that breath nothing but air, then we must cohcthifi 

at tl$e image is nothing, but air, the original is the greftt 

jff air: but we are told God exists every where j that 

ia^ensity of space. Not so with the ai|j^MenliS 

\4Ke air extends but a few miles above cnalt globe. 

•die conclusions to which Mr. Balfour^S premises 

if we have come U> «n:^ >Q:is&kL wg^^^oss^ 
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A*om the premises furnished in the foreroentioned essays, we 
hope Mr. Balfour, or some of his friends, will put us right io 
this matter. Truth is our object, independent of party. 

But still Mr. Balfour, notwithstanding he has quoted so 
much scripture to prove that man has no preeminence over the 
beastp, as respects his soul (see Essay Ist, page 35) yet, en 
the following page he, in answer to the query, whether there 
is any difference between men and beasts, admits that there i/i, 
and that man's preeminence consists in his superior powers ef 
mind, &.c. but does not atop to tell us what the mind is. Shall 
we be permitted to inquire for ourselves t Mr. Balfour has lim- 
ited man's soul simply to the breath or animal life of the body, 
and that, in this respect, he has no preeminence over beasts. 
If this is the case, his superior powers of mind do not grow out 
of his animal breath or life. If they do, how comes it to pass 
that brutes ara destitute of those superior powers, seeing they 
have the same breath or spirit? Neither can those superior 
powers be any part of the bodily system. We have shown al- 
ready, that the body, abstract from the life or breath, is a 
mere lump of organized matter, and as such, possesses no 
powers, either superior or inferior. Now, is it good philosophy 
to suppose that the addition of two things will produce a pro- 
perty or quality of which both were destitute, when asunder! 
Mr. Balfour says, page 26, " Before God breathed into man he 
was dead.'' Now that is just the idea I have of a dead body, 
when the brieath leaves it. Now, as the breath is nothing but 
air, and the body nothing but dust, and this comprising the 
whole man, according t6 Mi*. Balfour's theory, where did the 
rational mind come fipm, and what was it that was created isk 
God's image? 

Mi:. Balfour tells us, page d7, that, <' when it is said^G^- 
created man in his own image,' it will not be contendedf' l|i|iF 
this referred to either his inmiateriality or immoftay^i^l^! 
What then did it refer to? I always thought, ever siiic^ 
tellectcould^ reach beyond a clod of earth or compreh^id; 
light fjrom heftresi that the Aln^hty was an ei 
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rial and immortal being: but as Mr. Balfour has undeceived me 
in this matter, I should like to know what .there is about Deity 
thai is material or mortal, from which man was copied as a 
likeness. . 

Since I have been following Mr. Balfour, through the intri- 
cate mazes of matter, and vainly striving amidst dust and air 
—Mr. Balfour^s body and breath — to trace the image of God, 
in man, up to its great original, I have met with nothing but 
disappointment. I now purpose quitting the confines of mat. 
ter, and pushing my inquiries into the regions of intellectual 
research, where the mind^s bye may catch a glimpse of its 
mighty original, the great, the boundless, the infinite, and 
■eternal Mind, who embraces eternity with one hand, and mea- 
sures immensity with the other. My soul says,'this is thy great ^ 
origin; this is the source whence emanated that vital spark of 
intellectual fire, that was kindled at the fountain of intelli- 
gence, and which forms a living transcript of the divine mind'. 
My soul, whilst thus contemplating its heavenly origin, has 
been ready to adopt the language of doctor Watts, in his de- 
lighfibl poem, entitled Happy Frailty, where, describing the 
ecstSEtic enjoyment of a soul, expressing its feelings, in view 
of its heavenly origin, in the following chaste and impassioned 
language : 

*^ My soul all felt the glory come^ 

" And breathed its native air : . ^ 

*^ Then I remembered heaven my homei 

" .And I a prisoner here.'* 

Tes, that man must be a great strBnger to himself, as well 
as to the first principles <^ sound reasoning, who has not dis- 
eoirered in his own soul sufficient evidence of its own immate " 
rialfty md immortality. Mr. Balfour (page 72} quotes doctor 
<Seod, as observing, that one class of phiIosq>her8 hold that 
Hadf 18 essentially unintel]%ent and in^l^^e of 
itf aad llMt tbd doctor tjbtinka Nve «t^ ib«A 
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sayiugr so, because this would be limiting the power 6S tte 
Creator. 

In my humble opinion the doctor is wrong; for if it is good 
philosophy to say that every productive power brings forth its 
own likeness,' then it requires mind to beget mind. If so, I 
think we are warranted in saying, that mere matter is uniat^ 
ligent and inotpablo of thought, and that no mere modificatioii 
of matter can give it mtelligence. Does not Mr. Balfour say 
(page 26) that before God breathed into Adam he was dead? 
Was not Adam's body completely modified before he received 
his breath? And was there any intelligence in him at this stage; 
or is there any intelligence in the air we breathe? If thereis 
no intelligence in all this, what are we unwarranted in say- 
ing? Why we are unwarranted in saying, that God cannot so 
modify matter as to make it a medium through which intell^h 
gencc can be convejied to the mind that inhabits the body so ■ 
modified. We are warranted in saying that it is the 
mind that receives intelligence through the medium of the 
senses, which serve as inlets, through which intelligence is 
conveyed from the object to the understanding. But we want 
some evidence, from the nature of the soul, of its immaterial^ 
ity and immortality. This we purpose now to attend to. 

One fact fa the science of philosophy has long since been 
estabiishiro : viz. that the essences, both of matter and mind, 
lie beyond the grasp of human intellect. It is true the scien- 
ces of chemistry and philosophy enable the attentive and bc^ 
neat inquirer so to analyze both as to make himself acquaihti^ 
ed with most, if not all, the essential properties and qualitiei 
of ♦each, by a knowledge of which properties and qualitMi^ 
alone we become acquainted with either. Another fact is es^^^ 
tablished as a sound principle in philosophical research; 
that is, where the cause lies hid beyond the reach of 
ble powers, we must content ourselves with jud^^oig 
cause by the effects produced. The neglect of those {^i 
palpable &cts has been the meaild^ m part at l(NHl%f 
Bilifimi^^e^li^ the> beUd| tiiiil the kna^ Ir ^ 
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created man, had reference to his immateriaHty and immor- 
talily. 

Many, for want of attending to this method of investigating 
truth, have been led to believe that mankind have no means 
of obtaining a knowledge of God, only through the bible reve- 
lation : but, let me ask, how long might the reiterated decla- 
rations of God's goodness, that are contained in |be volume of 
revelation, have fallen on our heedless ears, without producing 
on our minds a conviction of its truth, had there been no evi- 
dence of his goodness exhibited in the volume of nature? 

To proceed in our inquiry. 

We can only become acquainted with the existence of mat- 

- ter through the medium of the senses, and those only give us 

its properties and qualities. All we know further about it is, 

that it is a substance in which those properties and qualities 

exist. 

Just so it is in regard to mind. We can only become ac- 
quainted with it, or to speak more properly, we can only know 
that mind exists by becoming acquainted with the attributes of 
mind. We shall now name some of those attributes, and en- 
deavour to trace them to their source in the divine mind. 

1st Power: 2d Goodness : 3d Wisdom. - 

These are the three great constituent attributti of the di- 
vine mind, that are so richly displayed in the volunliB of na- 
ture and revelation, and exemplified in the economy of Provi- 
dence. These are the attributes of Deity, the operations of 
which gave existence to the stupendous works of creation. 

Should the question be asked, how is it known that those < 
attributes exist in the divine mind, we answer, that we know 
that those attributes exist somewhere, for the following rea- 
son : " The signs of wisdom, power, and goodness, that are ex- 
iubited in the effects produced, argue the existence of those 
ai^butes in the cause that produced those effects.^' Shinn's 
, Sinay. €'*' 

i:^:^X€f. exemplify this pat^^itlar and place the evid^ticeixrf' the 
^^^MMteilce of those attribu^iij^lTe tke lo^&i^t''^^ ^ ^ft3^^»% 
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light, I introduce the following illustration : Suppose the final- 
ly of Adam had been ushered into a world abounding with iV 
the lujturies of life, yet in the midstof this abundance they 
were destitute of sight; where would be the evidence of goo^ 
ness in this matter? Man must have perished for want of thii 
absolutely necessary appendage to a happy existence in timer 
but insteadi|f this being the case, we see the energies of pow«* 
er and wisdom concentrated at the call of goodness, and the 
visual organs opened to the beams of day, in which provisioB 
for the temporal happiness of man we see exhibited a clearer 
demonstration of power, wisdom, and goodness, within the. 
narrow compass of the human eye, than is to be found in so 
limited a space within the reach of human observation. 

The evidence that this provision was the production of the 
the Divine Mind made such a forcible impression on the inspi- 
red psalmist, that he says psalm 104, verse 9 : <^ He that planted 
the ear shall he not hear: he that formed the eye shall he not 
see?" 

No stronger evidence can be given of the existence of mind 
than is found in the construction and uses of the anhnal eye, 
whether we look at the exquisite workmanship displayed by 
tne benevolelit Donor or the beneficent effects resulting to the 
flubject of the donation; or whether we view it as evidence (tf 
mind eiakmg in the great First Cause, or equal evidence rf 
mind existing in the offspring of God^s benevolence. 

One fact will be noticed in confirmation of the above^— il I9 
a circumstance well understood by men of science, that the 
images of surrounding objects are distinctly delineated on the - 
retina of the eye. Now this is well known by those acqufti&l- 
ed with optics, to be the case with the eye of the dei^ usmttiA. 
as well as tho living one : but there is no impressioir^ nUMltfi 
The uikud has fled. This shows that matter as such 
howBXquisitely modified) has no intelligence in it 
9Mddiat sees through the me djyfl||g|| the eye. 

establishe<kBHHNonce of 
will trae«HHriheiff oijg^ 
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I" It has been already noticed, that the essences of matter and 
[ mind are only known to exist by the qualities and properties 
I inherent in them. Our next inquiry is, how many essences 
e are there in existence? We must reply at once, that there 
are but two within the reach of human comprehension; the 
' essence of matter and that of mind. We want to know, in 
the next place, to which of these essences belong IHe qualities 
of power, wisdom, and goodness? To this we reply, it has 
been conceded on all hands, that God is the only being that 
has existed from eternity. If so, Gpd is the fountain of. mind 
from whence all other minds have emanated. Now that 
infinite wisdom, power, and goodness are the attributes of an 
eternal mind is evident, from the following consideration : 
Nothing that exists can be the cause of its own existence. 
If it could, then it existed as a cause previous to its existence, 
as the effect of that cause, which is an impossibility. Again, 
if creation^ the effect of infinite power, wisdom, and goodness, 
could not take its existence without a cause, much less could 
the attributes that gave it existence ; which shows that those 
attributes cannot be the effect of a prior cause but must have 
existed from eternity. 

Let us inquire, is God a material or an immaterial beipg? 
Reason and revelation unite their testimony, to prove that 
God is an immaterial being — ^Jesus the son of God, says that % 
God is a spirit. We learn from the inspired writers the two 
tbllowing attributes of Deity : his immensity and eternity : "for 
thus saith the High and Lofty One that inhabiteth eternity." 
Isaiah Ixvii, 15: but more of this hereafter^ as I propose first 
to attend to his immensity " the heaven of heavens cannot 
contain thee" 1st Kings viii, 27. " Do not I fill heaven and 
earth? saith the Lord.*' Jeremiah xxiii, 24. Now if the Al- 
jSBJ^iy fills immensity, reason proclaims his immateriality) 
^^f^jj^r-ncNie but an immaterial Being can exist every where, 
lirifle so large a portion |iM||ce is filled with material e^r^ 
if^^^^^Lgaia scriptur^^^^^^on unite thpj£ testjmjyyt 
iif# that God existedl^^^^Btheibemi 
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Bolomoti Bhysj speaking of wisdom^ '< the Lord possessed^ 
in the beginning of his way. Before his works of old I 
set up from everlasting, from the beginning or ever the 
was." Proverbs viii, 22, 23. Here we have the Great 
nal First Cause, an immaterial spiritual essence, ei^^is 
before all things. Inherent in this great spiritual essence 
all the attiilKites, qualities, and properties which are so 
spicuously displayed in the wonderous works of God- 
great spiritual essence never had a beginning, n<» will evi 
have an end, for he is the High and Lofty One that inhabit 
eternity. " Before the mountains were brought forth, or 
thou hadst formed the earth and the world, even from ev 
lasting to everlasting thou art God." Psalms xc, 2. Paul sa; 
to Timothy, "He is the King of Kingis and Lord of Lords, wS 
only hath immortality." 1st Tim. vi, 15. 

Thus we have traced effects up to the Great First Caui 
aiid we find existing in that Great First Caui$6 attributes th 
existed no where else. A miniattire likeness of those at 
butes was imprinted on Aian at his creation; fof, in the im; 
of God created he him. 

We have noticed the wisdom, power, and goodness inherent 
in Deity, and conspicuously displayed in creation. Now,, as 
those attributes do not exist separate from the divine essence)' 
in which they are contained, so those attributes that coni^itutel 
and display the image of God in man exist in an essence of ther^ 
very same nature. This corresponds with the doctrine of 
revelation. Jesus Christ says, " God is a spirit" Jdinlv, SNi, 
Moses says, "God is the Father of the spirits of all ftesh," 
Numbers xvi, 22. Paul says, "Shall we not much ratherlbe M 
8ubjecti(m to the Father of Spirits and live? Hebrews jd%.9»^^^; 

Thus we see that reason and revelation unite their 
ny to proye, that man's soul is an immaterial 
iniagc^ of its God, possessing a miniature lik^ne^ 

nt, to shxm 
kpeffae%i 
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esoent; and no mere modification, however simple <^ complex^ 
can give it the power of self movement. It is true the animal 
niachme, iike a well regulated time piece, when put in motion, 
has a mechanical movement in the heart and lungs, yet with 
all the contrivances, there are about it, adapted to the purposes 
of active life, still it remains perfectly quiescent and motionless' 
(except the involuntary movements of the heart and lui^) 
until roused into action by an impulse of the mind; but not so 
with mind itself, it never, for a moment, lies still, but contrary- 
wise, when every active power of the animal machine is 
hu^^d in perfect stillness, the busy mind is roving from star 
to star, investigating abstract truths, or calculating the chances 
of fortune. Again, we see in a moment, by sC single impulse 
of this mysterious inmate, every power of the body is roused 
into action. We discover here that the power does not lie in 
the body, but in the mind. The moment the mi^ gives the 
impulse, that moment the particular power tttSpiich that 
impulse is directed is brought into action. Another peculiar- 
ity we potice; viz. that in exact proportion to the strength of 
the impulse will the vigor of the body be called into action. 

We notice now the evidence of man's immortality, which 
we consider inseparably connected with his immateriality. 
We have seen that man as it respects his soul, is a spiritual 
essence, partaking of tho qualities, properties^ and attributes 
of the Eternal Essence. Now is not immortality an attribute 
of Deity, and an attKbute that gives value to all the rest? 
What would his enjoyment of the blessings of paradise have 
availed Adam if he had been sensible that there was no dura- 
bility in it? But this was not the fact. Adam knew God and 
that knowledge was life eternal. For Jesus Christ in hii 
prayer to his Father, says, " this is life eternal, that they 
ight know thee, the only true God and Jesus Christ, whom 
hast sent.'' John xvii, 3. Adam lost this knowledge by 
ing. Hence his childrj|]a<^rtake of his fallen Image. ^ 
•fie^ld^ of conscious l^tiB^^^ arising out of this ui^oif^ 
place between thel^H^btiBt ^.tl^l VhtiMlPJA.^^^ 
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constitutes the knowledge^ th^ experimental knowledge of Godj^l 
which is life eternal. This life man lost by sin. Paul sayB of | 
the gentiles, " when they knew God they glorified him not as 
God; but became vain in their imagination, and their foolish 
hearts became darkened.^' Romans i/21. 

There is no truth taught in the bible but what has its corre- 
spbnding truth written in the- volume of nature, I call all 
God's works the volume of nature, in contradistinction to 
the volume of revelation. Now, if God had not indelibly 
written on man's original constitution the evidence of his 
immortality, why this unsatisfied desire for an immortal life! 
How does it come to pass, that this feeling is so univerealf 
How is it that the belief of a future life is so universal? How 
is it that the announcement of immortality in the gospel meets 
with such a cordial reception, and harmonizes so universally 
with this dpire and feeling of the human soul? Is it not be- 
cause tlJPlljj^lmighty made man's soul to live forever? As 
well might yoirSttempt to erase the conviction of man's pres-^ 
ent existence from his mind as to erase this desire from hi# 
soul. It is so interwoven in the thread of man's oxistencey 
and so blended with every pulsation of the heart, that notwith- 
standing the almost impenetrable darkness and moral gloom 
with which sin has veiled the human understanding, yet this' 
conviction, that man's soul was made to live forever, has never 
yet been entirely obliterated from the most unenlightened, of 
Adam's fallen family. Now if this be not a fact, how can it 
be satisfactorily accounted for, that the gospel announcement 
of immortality and eternal life should meet with a correspcm- 
ding and harmonizing reception, if there was no string i^ 
the human soul to vibrate in unison with this delightlii) aal^ 



goulK^hcering doctiine? If there was no evidence in. mufi 



nature that he was made to live forever, its annunci 
b« met with a total indifference on his part, as hein^ 
tiaconge^ial with his original c6ti^titution. 
Hrv]|^|&ur has writte^^^l^INiges, to prove 
. ^^IkM iiil^^ in a di8«|M»0di^ state, and 
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.aouPs immortality, until afler the resurrection. To accomplish 
this he has endeavored to prove, that man has no soul only 
his animal life or breath. This has. all been noticed before, 
but there is one quotation he has made in support of his views, 
that is so manifestly misapplied, that I cannot let it go with- 
out a passing notice ; more especially as it is a false prop made 
use of to prevent his theological edifice from tumbling into 
ruins. The quotation is Col. iii, 3. The whole text i^ads 
thus: "for ye are dead, a^d^your life is hid with Chjjst in God." 

He applies this t^t in the following manner and for the 
following purpose : " it (meaning the animal life of man at the 
death of the body) is hid or laid up with Christ to be restored 
to man at the resurrection." 

You may see plainly the use he makes of this text, by 
noticing I he following particulars. 

The first position he undertakes to prove is that man has no 
8oul or spirit but his animal life or breath, after quoting a great 
many passages, for the purpose of substantiating this point, he 
commences examining those texts that seemed to favor the 
opposite opinion, and, among the rest, attempts to explain 
away the force of Eccles. xii, 7, " then shall the dust return 
to the dust, as it was, and the spirit to God that gave it." He 
says, that Solomon refers to Genesis ii, 7, where .we are told 
that " God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed 
into his nostrils the breath of life, and he became a living soul." 
06 then comes to the conclusion, that the spirit that returns 
to God is the animal life, the life of the body, which God 
breathed into man at his creation and which thus returns at 

,4^^^^^^^ ^^^ g^^^ ^^j ^^^ ^ben quotes PauPs^irds to 

■^^^jprove, that man's bodily life is hid or laid up with Christ in 

S^9 ^^ ^® restored to man at the resurrection. Mr. Baifeur's 

would have been perfectly correct, if his premises 

beeai true; for if man had no life or spirit but the life ef 

h(^i whidi God breathed into him when he first ti0i0 ^gf. 

or spirit returns at the death of the bod;^; 

tiiat Paul says k bid with Christ la ~ 
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life, sure enough, and Mr. Balfour has brought out his tlieoiy 
entirely straight. 

But, we beg leave to differ from Mr. Balfour, and puipode 
showing that the apostle had no allusion to animal life; nor 
was he treating on a subject that had any reference to tHe 
death of the body. The terms life and death are oflen used 
by^cripture writers as a figure to convey ideas on spiritoal 
subjeets. As a proof in point, take John's gospel, vi, 47, 
" Verily, Iitsay unto you, he that believeth on me hath ever- 
lasting life." Now here is a life that none but believers are 
in possession of. This was not animal life; for both belie vefs 
and unbelievers have that in common, 51 verse ^^ 1 am the 
living bread which came down from heaven ; if any man eat 
of this bread he sliall Hve forever" verse 53, " except ye eat 
the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, ye have no 
life in you." What! no animal life in them! Thus you see 
there was a life distinct from animal life, and one which th^ 
must have in order to live forever. In the 63 verse, he sa}^ . 
" it is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothn^f;^ 
the words that I speak unto you they are spirit and they are 
life." You see m this last text he explains himself, and lets 
tliom know, that through the figure of flesh xmd blood he con- 
veys the idea to them, that their spiritual natures must feed 
on his nature or they could have no spiritual life in them, fiwr 
it was the spirit not the flesh that. profited. 

Again, ?aul, Romans vii, and yiii, cMpters, gives a luminom 

view of tiiis interesting subject. He begins, in the seventh 

s^,, chapter with his own experience; confesses that he had been 

'^^«carnal, sold under sin, and says, to be carnally minded is dett^ji 

- but to be spiritually minded is life and peace. In the eigMl, 

chapter, 1 verse, he says, " there is no condemnati<Hi4i^'i 

that are in Christ Jesus." Why? ** Because they 

from de^th unto life" " for" says he, 2 vetse, ^ the la^ 

spirit of life, in Christ Jesus, hath setlaae fr^e &iaxk 

^i^death.^^ And,in4hedv^t8e^^ 

^ ^ ' l^ttit of CSil^t, Ibii j^lp^^li^ -^ 
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Thus you see the plain obvious doctrine that. sinproluoes 

spiritual death, and that nothing but a union with Christ who 

is the spiritual life of men, can overcome this^spiritual death. 

This leads us to notice what Paul meant by the term life, in 

Col. iii, 3. 

In the preceding chapter the apostle, by a variety of figujres^ 
describes the change produced by receiving Christ Ji 
** And you (says he to his Colossian brethren, in the 2( 
ter and 13th verse,) being dead in your sins,4iath he quicken- 
ed." He had just before shown, in the 11th verse, that they 
had become changed, " by the circumcision of Christ, made 
without hands." He then warns them against being led away^, 
by outward observances — that these were but shadows of 
good things to come — and then observes, substantially, if ye 
be dead with Christ to those shadowy observances, Christ, who 
was the end of *the typical and shadowy dispensation, being 
himself the substance, " why, as though still living in that ty- 
pical dispensation, are ye subject to those ordinances." In 
the 12th verse he says, " being buried with him by baptism 
(or regeneration) wherein ye are also risen with him." He 
then, in the commencement of the 3d chapter, says, ^' if ye 
be risen with Christ, seek those things which are above, where 
Christ sitteth on the right band of God. Set your affections 
on things above, not on the earth ; for ye are dead, and your 
life is hid with Christ in God. When Christ, who is our life, 
«hall appear, then shall ye also appear with him in glory." 

This whole passage shows, that the apostle had no reference 
le animal life. He was treating of that moral renovation ef- 
fefStCMl by Christ, who is the spiritual life of the world. " And 
, jFW, ^jeing dead in your sins, hath he quickened," — or made 
^^▼6 — and you, having thus risen from death in sin, to spiri- 
pH^ W^j seek those things that are above, not those things 
^^^**^ wr0 on earth. 

^^I^attl f Why s6ek things above, in preference to thiD( 
Because earthly things^ill not sustainjtj^f^^gayei 
y wifi' sttstain animal life, but 70x11 
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life, «%id with Christ in God.'' How hid, Paulf Why Ud 
from a world that lies in wickedness? ^^ Therefore the wcxrid 
knows you not, because it knew him not,'' Ist John, iii, l.> — 
Again, v, 20, ^' And we know that the Son of Grod is come." 
How did they know this? Because Christ had told them iso. 
the jews the same thing, but they didiiot know it; to, 
known it, says St. Paul, Romans, ii, 8, << they woitH 
crucified the Lord of Glory." 
But how did th^ apostles know, that Jesus was the Son of 
God? Why, Christ unfolded the mystery, at the time Peter 
confessed Christ to be the Messiah, Matt, xvi, 17, ^^ Blessed 
art thou, Simon Bar-jona, for flesh and blood hath not revealed 
this unto thee, but my father which is in heaven," — for no 
man knoweth the Son but the Father; neither knoweth bbj 
man the Father save the Son and he to whom the Son shall re^- 
veal him," Mutt, xi, 27. And this is the record, or evidence, 
saith John, ch. v, v. 11, that God hath given to us eternal IM^* 
and this life is in his Son. — Verse 12, " He that hath the Soib 
hath life, and he that hath not the Son of God hath not lifet** 
Thus it is evident, that the life Paul spoke of to the Colkw- 
sians was not the life of the body, for the righteous and tire 
wicked have that in common : nor is that a hidden life ; lj*il 
here is a life peculiar to those who are in him who is the tr«te 
God and eternal life. Thus Mr. Balfour's fine spun theory ' 
tumbles into ruins, by being built on a palpable misapplicaticHI 
of a single text. 



• j'-^r 


















ESSAY VI. 

Strictures on an Essay entitled Moral Power of Uj 
ism, by C. Spear— New York Christian Messenger a 
delphia Universalist^ Vol. IV, No. 33. 

That truth, when cordially admitted, with the united em- 
brace of the understanding and the aflfections, has a moral pow- 
er in it, no one will deny: but that univers^lism has any 
claims to truth, on account of its moral tendency, is rather a 
doubtful case. This writer supposes that it has a salutary in- 
fluence on the intellectuaJ and moral powers of man. His 
productiotttpurports to be an answer to the oft-repeated allega- 
tion, that uniVersalism is of immoral tendency. He complains 
of the frequency of the charge, and says, we have shown its 
falsity until we are almost weary of going over the swi^ 
ground. 

If Mr.'*Spear is so well persuaded of the truth of his system 
he should not grow weary and faint in his mind. He should be 
encouraged by the apostle's exhortation, not to be weary in 
well doing, for, in due time he is to reap if he faint not; bitt 
whether hie will reap any victory by the present performance 
has yet to be tested. He, however, seems sanguine in his ex- 
pectations, that the time is not far distant, when the warfare 
on this subject will cease forever. This is certainly some 
consolation and encouragement to persevere: but before I 
leave this brief notice of the writer's introduction, I will ven- 
ture to assure him, that if he does not provide himself with 
^ heavier metal than he has discharged at this broadside,, the 
% r iiipfcr will not be over so soon as he calculates. 

^Fke ivfiternext complains of the width of our objectioii to 

^l&B&i: in answer to which we would reply we ^ly 

10 be just wide enough to me^X ^YkaiX^^Hsi tcku 
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we thift erroneous, and, at the same time, observe thut we 
feel no disposition to contend with them on any point whermn 
we agree. Why Mr. Spear should suppose our objection too 
wide we are unable to say; but we can assure the gentleman 
that we object to universalism not because we believe it desti- 
fuiyb^^th, but because we believe it is not destitute of error. 
LH^HjIism, like all other systems, takes it name from the 
tei^^herein it differs from others, and when spoken of by 
opposers, as an erroneous system, is designated as such, on 
account of its peculiar errors. 

We make these remarks because we wish it to be under- 
stood, that we make none of those sweeping objections which 
consign whole systems to the shades of error, on account of 
some peculiar untruths that may attach to them; but still, we 
have no notion of swallowing poison, because it has honey 
, mixed with it. This is thd way the devil cheated our mother 
Eve. He artfully mixed the lie along with the truth, and thud 
decjived the woman. He told her that she should not surely 
dia, but should be as God, knowing good and evil; but the old 
lying serpent, though it was true she should enlarge her know- 
ledge, denied it would be at the expense of her life. 

Charity demands of us to exonerate universalisfs from any 
intention to deceive; but let them wince as they may, their 
d&trine is the very same that the^evil preached to Eve in Pa* 
radise. Nay the devil was not quite so barefaced as universa- 
lism. He only insinuated to Eve, that her Maker wanted to 
deceive her and keep her in ignorance. But the universalista 
cothe out boldly, and afBrm that the Almighty ^id deceive the' 
woman, by persuading her that sin would kill her, when if^ 
was not so: but for the sake of mfethod, let us quote chapter '^^1 
and verse; so that we may see what the bible teaches^ aiwP-^ 
what universalism teaches. ^ ^^t 

God said unto Adam, " In the day thou eatest thereof *ffi8i(^^^ 
ibhalt surely die." Genesis^ iiy.l^{ 

ISiiv^saliffm saydj 'Nlifi^ Ti^lr C^ 
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sinned he never would have known what happinesif wiH.^ 
God says. Genesis ii, 16, 17, <<Of eveiy tree of the garden 
thou mayest freely eat ; but <^ the tree of knowledge of good 
and evil thou shalt not eat of it." 

Universalism says, Grod planted the tree there on purpose 
that man might be tempted and eat. See the same above^ 

When Crod placed our first parents in Paradise he reveaM^ 
it to them as his will that they should refrain from sin. Unf^ 
versalists say it was the will of Giod they should sin. Bee the 
same article. 

Again : Moses says that God made man in his own image, 
which is righteousness and true holiness. Paul to the Ephesi- 
ans,*iv, 24. Universalism says, man was not made constitu- 
tionally holy, or he never could have yielded, to eat the for- 
bidden fruit. See same article. 

This is only a specimen of the same kind of doctrine that j 
the devil preached to Eve. This may be disputed, but lot 
those who dispute it only trace those different items to their le- 
gitimate conclusions, and then see if the language of those .^^ 
passages is not the language of the old serpent — "thou shalt ^^ 
not surely cGI.'' Look at the legitimate deductions from this 
item. Moses says man was made holy. The writer of the 
^above says he was not. Here is as manifest a contradiction 
of the statement of Moses as the devil made of the Almigh- ♦ 
tfy's: but further, see the plain inference — ^God planted the 
tree on purpose to lead man into sin, and then made man un- 
[otjy so that he might yield to the temptation — ^inference, God 
jll not punish man for the result of his own contrivance. 
\) test the case fairly, we would inquire what death it was 
t;:Was meant by the original threat " in the day thou eatest 
lii^of thou shalt surely die." 

Kr. Balfour, in his Essay on the Intermediate State of the 

paela 96, says, "to saty an immortal being became mor- 

Sit ir a contradiction." Well, be it so. But what fol- 

Aat man was mortal when God made him. If so 

kte died whether be sinned or tvoV \£ ^ %ia^^*8% 
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liatf^ill adduce a shade of evidence to prove this, either from 
reason or revelation, we will give up the doctrine of imax>rta- 
lity. If this cannot be done, we must still believe, that man 
was made immortal, and would have remained so had he not 
unned. If man was made mortal and subject to death when be 
came from the hands of his Maker, then death could not have 
been included in the original threatening; for if that was the 
case, then the Almighty held out a delusive prospect to Adam 
making him believe, that if he would remain upright he should 
never die. 

That our first parents did believe that they should live for-1 
over if they refrained from eating the forbidden fruit, is 
evident from the following consideration: the devil made them 
believe that their lives were safe, before he could prevail with 
thenfi to eat. We now come to inquire was it the death of the 
bodyjOr the soul that was threatened? Some believe it was 
the death of the body; that man had no soul (except his animal 
life or breath) to die. ^See Mr. Balfour's essay on the Inte»- ^ 
mediate State of the Dead. Others believe that both soul and ' 
'Pbody were included in this denunciation: but common sense 
-^ and matter of fact spCak a different language.. Whe declara- 
tion of the Almighty, exhibiting the threat, says, " in the day 
thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die," Now Adam's body 
# did not die for several hundred years after this ; while it i» 
evident that Adam lost the life of God out of his soul. He* 
ceased to be spiritually minded, which is life and peace, and j 
became carnally minded which is death. Again ; it was notJ 
until after Adam transgressed that the Almighty gave him anvj 
intimation that his body should return to dust. But the strongew 
evidence that it was Adam's soul that was subjected to deafK^j 
oxx the day he sinned is this : on that day he lost the koowle^^^ 
of God which is life eternal. This Adam lost by «inya]id^ii|j 
Christ came to restore, and to establish man in th%&tt^^N^^^ 
ment of, (m condition of faith in the Son of God. 9^i|^I^MJ 
pbjector, does not Paul say ^as in Adani all d^.|iMid|i|||H 
dbaU all Im made aUife.'^. ZEhe deaOi <^ ^imimS^SM 
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quence of Adam's sin; but not a penal consequence^ GoSf in 
mercy to a fallen world, has subjected man to a few years con^ 
tinuance in this life, not so much for a punishment of his sins, 
tts to counteract the baleful effect of moral eviL We know the 
Almighty shortened the days of man, after the flood, on that 
account. Long life was so unfavorable to the increase and 
spread of piety : for men, presuming on a long stay in tin^, 
put off repentance until wickedness so abounded that the 
Almighty had to destroy man from off the earth. How much 
wor^e would it have been had'not he subjected man to dissolu* 
^tion at all. 

But to show, beyond the possibility of contradiction, that 
there are two deaths spoken of in the bible, and that one is 
the death of the body, the other the death of the soul, the one 
a consequence of Adam^s sin, the other a consequence of per- 
sonal sin f the one takes place at the dissolution of the bodj'", 
the other often continues after, the Almighty, by the mouth 
of the prophet Ezekicl, xviii, 4, says, " Behold, all souls aro 
minef as the soul of the father so also the soul of the son i"^^ 
mine; the soul that sinneth it shall die; the son shall not bear^^ 
the iniquii1»f the father." 

Now, docs not every body know, that it is impossible that 
this can be true in allusion to the dispensations of the Almigh- 
ty in this world? How many unoffending children are suffer- ' 
ifig for the iniquity of a di^unken father? How often has the 
iniquity of a nation drawn down indiscriminate vengeance on 
their unoffending offspring, as well as themselves I 
^ Another remark cm this passage before we proceed. Mr. Bal- 
nr's method of interpreting the word soul, in scripture, to 
ean person, will not hold good in all cases. Here the person 
^ flesignated, distinct from the soul, by the terms father and 
^Isik' The necessity of this distinction is so obvious, that we 
plgil^ c^e^will deny it God says << The soul that sinneth it 
" "^ "" i'^iWeuft know the body will die, whethervtke pco** 
ill^00t^^h&re is k4ea& to which the wid^ are 
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the body. See Ezekiel, xviii, 26; ^wjben a righteous, man 
turneth away from his righteousDess and committeth iniquity^ 
and dieth in ihem, (here is the death of the body) for his ini- 
quity that he.hath done shall he die ;^' here is the death of the 
soul, after the body is dead. 

Universalians are in the habit of construing those passages 
that spealc of a death or dying, that obviously do not mean the 
death of the body, into a figure of some temporal calamity, 
and will not allow them to have any reference to the condition 
of the soul, after death : but it is impossible to construe this 
passage in that way. The Almighty in the decalogue or ten 
commandments given by Moses to Israel had declared that he 
was a jealous God, and that he visited the iniquity of the 
fathers upon the children— a dispensation of providence im- 
possible to be avoided in the infliction of national and family 
judgments in this life. The jews felt this kind of adminis- 
tration in the economy of providence heavily, in Ezeki^Ps 
time, and complained bitterly that the children should be pun^- 
ished by having their teeth set on edge, when it was their 
'^Sibthers, and not themselves, that had eaten the sour grapes* 
They began to accuse the administration of the AfHghty wittti 
partiality. In the midst of this murmuring the pi^phet £ze^ 
kiel was commissioned to go and tell them that there was no^ 
.partiality in Deity; that all souls were equally his, and that'i 
however apparently partial his administration might seeia^' 
that it arose out of the inequality of their ways and not.hti^j 
that if the father did right his righteo^sness in the end (1 
ever he might have to suffer here) when the present appi 
ly partial state of things should be over, should be upon 
and so alfio of the son. But that on the contrary, should' 
father or ^on commence and continue a wicked couise 
and die wicked, that death eternal (or M* dntt tdrm 
suit tlhe fastidiQus taste of «, umvei!£(ftUlift as not 
w^ say j^.opptomte of etemalfltfer^rffl teiiieir 
|[%i}8yoi| nee, t^4<Hiy/jtibi|t^^l^ 
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devU preached to Eve in paradise. If that doctrine had a 
licentious tendency, in the days of Eve, which it surely had 
when it encouraged her to sin, from a persuasion that there 
was no danger in wickedness, it behooves universalians to 
prove that it has changed its. nature since that time, before 
they complain of us for bringing this charge against the doctrine. 

Mr. Spear^ in his introduction, says " we cannot discover in 
what possible way a belief in the final purity and happiness of 
the human race can corrupt the heart*" Answer, it is not a 
belief in the final purity and happiness of the human race, 
when that happiness is the result of a humble submission to the 
authority of God's righteous and holy government, that has 
any tendency to corrupt the heart; but it is when the wicked 
are assured that they shall as certainly attain to that purity 
and happiness at the conclusion of an abominable and profligate 
life, as they would should they live ever so pious and holy: 
— universalism has this tendency, and We are at a great loss 
to discover how any man, who is acquainted with the deep 
depravity of human nature, could hesitate one moment ix^l 
admitting its tendency. 

But letfBkow attend to Mr. Spear's arguments. He divides 
Rs subject into three general heads : first, The influence of 
Univerlalism on the Intellectual powers 't second, its influence 
-on the passions : third, on the aflfections. 

: He commences with the intellectual powers, and after giving 
us. an enumeration of them, as follows: to wit, perception, 
reason, imagination, memory, and judgment, he skips over 
!«il the sober and solid powers of the mind; viz. reason, memory 
llikd judgnfent, and fixes on the imagination, the most wild and 
^^luiciful faculty belonging to man, and the one most easily 
^|il^osed*on and led astray, and then tells us, that <Uo thig 
ilty iJie poet, the painter, the statuary, and the divine per- 
lly appeal." What, all the time without making die 
jri^eal to the reason and judgment! "they gain this 
^^A#|>ftS8ion& and inclinations come over neii;'' No 
liiiit^te pss^bb and iiKiliiitLlioiia cfem^ts^^i %i 'Cga^ 
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side of universalism, when the imagination pictures out the 
happiness the sinner is to enjoy in heaven, defter he has fikidled, 
and danced, and devilled out his life in sin : '< and the reason 
surrenders itself, with pleasure," and follows in the rear! 
Matchless divinity ! superior logic ! reason captivated by the 
imagination, and together with the passions and inclinations, 
" surrenders itself with pleasure." After thus laying down 
his premises, he comes to the following conclusion: first, that 
as the advocates of endless punishment are all in error, they 
dare not appeal to reason, for were they to do so they would 
abandon their doctrine forever. This is paying a complinient|l| 
to universalism as though it was the only doctrine thatiuts 
reason on its side : but we puq)ose trying to see whether Mr. 
Spear or ourselves have the most reason on our side, before 
we lay aside our strictures. He says, " this power of the mind 
is more frequently addressed than any other by the advocalei 
of endless suffering." And why not; if not only the passions 
and inclinations, but reason itself, is to surrender with plBasurey 
to the mighty influence of such an appeal ? I would ask, ii 
there any danger of the imagination going astray^jvhile "rea< 



Butjt 



8on surrenders to its influence," and goes wivRt ? 
seems this appeal is only wrong when made by the " advocat^f 
of endless suffering." "This doctrine itself," says hef^* nevM 
calls into exercise the reasoning powers." What? not if th»: 
imagination is first addressed and that gained? Has he JOOi 
told us that this effected "reason surrenders with pleasure^^ 

He tells us, that the doctrine of endless punishment set^ 
out all that is horrid and revolting; it loves to carry the 
(why did he not say the imagination; did he intend to i 
in the term mind the conscience, reason, and judgmeal^ 
flcenea of wretchedness; and in order that it may 
/ifome faint idea of that terrible fate, which it is said 
•inner afler death, in like xnanner it gdes throug^; 
aiiit selects themost awful ob}^^ as iUus^ratioiia 
. Sby we be pennitled ioj^i^amm^^ flome of! 
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selected? This gentleman has failed to do it for us, therefore 
we must doit for ourselves. "Because I have called and ye 
have refused I also will laugh at your calamity and mock when 
your fear cometh; when your fear cometh as desolation, and 
your destruction cometh like a whirlwind." Prov. i, 24 to 27, 
*'Upon the wicked he shall rain snares, and fire, and brimstone^ 
and a horrible tempest. This shall be the portion of their cup." 
Psalms xi, 6. " And every one that heareth these sayings of 
mine, and doeth them not, shall be likened unto a foolish man 
yho built his house upon the sand; and the rains descended 
and the floods came; and the winds blew and beat upon that 
house ; and it fell, and great was the fall of it." Matthew vii, 
26, 27. ' 

The above is the language of the sacred writers, and may 
serve as a small specimen of what might be selected, not as 
the vagaries of imagination, but the awful denunciations of 
God's holy word. The gentleman seems to think that the 
exercise of reason would do away the application of such ter- 
rible figures to the miseries of the wicked. Will Mr. Spear 
place' those writers in the ranks of universalism, or will he^ 
give theiMlp us? If he will let us have Ihem he may charge 
us with imaginary flights in welcome. . So long as we sin, in 
such^od company, we shall not be put out of countenance. 
Should he be inclined to claim them as good, sound, orthodox 
universalians, he certainly will not blame us for copying after 
them, in the use of those awful figures. 

It sufiices us that God has made use of them in the book of 

hispiration. We ^ill leave Mr. Spear to dispose of them, on 

the principles of reason, in the best way he can, while we pass 

, aa to notice what he says, in the latter part of this same para- 

■ jgraph. *^ Thus the imagination is filled with terrific images." 

^"Tesl lakes filled with fire, and brimstone, pits without any 

ttoih, etc. " While language, the medium of thought, is 

itorted and wrested from its original purpose, the intellect- 

Ljpowers become diistracted, the passions disordered, the af* 

blighted, and the whole conduct too often tQEe\Si]^\^^ 
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that cruelty and inhumanity on which the sentiment of end- 
less misery is founded." 

That the writer here alludes to public addresses on the sub- 
ject of religion, as delivered by the " advocates of endless 
suffering," will not be disputed. . What Mr. Spear means by 
language being distorted and wrested from its original pur- 
pose I am at a loss to know. If the speakers or writers of 
those public appeals to the imagination of their hearers or 
readers should use language that was not the vehicle of ideas, 
they would be wresting it from its original purpose ; because 
the original purpose for which language was given, was, that 4 
men should convey their ideas to each other. It is true lan- 
guage may hfi prostituted to an improper purpose, while it is 
yet the chaste vehicle of thought. But let us see how far the 
" advocates of endless suffering" come within the purlieu of 
Mr. Spear's censure. His heaviest charge against us appears 
to be for borrowing the imagery of nature, in which to clothe : 
our ideas on this subject. Let us hear it, in his own language ; 
" in like manner it goes through creation and selects the 
faost Kwjiil objects, as illustrations of itself. It dwells on the 
sweeping tempest, the overwhelming cataract, tMVed light- 
ning, and roaring thunder, the famine, the pestilence, and the 
sword, till, giving wings to the imagination, it suppolib ob- 
jects and scenes that have no earthly existence. Then, as if 
purposely to show the doctrine in all its horror, it is confessed 
that creation itself fvirniishes no object that can convey a faint 
idea of that misery which is to be inflicted on a large porticp 
of the human family. Even language itselfis corrupted, in i&e 
very attempt to express the sentiment." How far the " ad- 
vocates of endless suffering" corrupt language in their ;^V 
tempts to express the sentiment,^' will be left for our. 
to judge, after we shall have shown that Mr. Spear has fj^ 
us, in his charge, in the Isi^me honorable condezicmati^~ 
the sacred writers. 

We are now about to $tate a fiict, ai^d dall jdp6n 
W&otoeiac^$amted with their bildes^ w^^' 
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Stated the truth, or liot. We are going to say, th^t the sacred 
writers have travelled through creation and have exhausted 
the magazine of nature^s imagery, to find terms strong enough 
for what? To represent a little mental anguish in this life! 
That, Mr. Rogers aays, is the hell that the " wicked are to be 
turned into, with all the nations that forget God." Or is it to 
represent that fatherly chastisement that is to yield the peace- 
able fruits of righteousness, which, accorcKng to A. C. Thomas' 
213 questions, is the end for which all punishment is inflicted. 
Nay, but to represeiit the dire consequences of living and 
dying sinners,- and not only so, but after they had exhausted 
the last item of imagery in nature's magazine, wherewith to 
clothe their ideas of the sinner's wretched condition, they gave 
wings to their imagination and supposed objects and scenes 
that have no earthly existence. If Mr. Spear or any of his 
fiends have doubts on this subject, I would ask them if they 
ever heard of '*a lake of fire and brimstone, or a pit without a 
l)Ottom, or a scene where the kings of the earth, and the great 
men, and the rich men, and the chief captains, and the mighty 
menj and every bond man, and every free man, hid themselves 
in the d^l and in the rocks of the mountains, and were heard 
calling on the rocks and mountains to fall on them and hide 
thenffiom the face of Him. that sitteth on the throne, and from 
the wrath of the Lamb," except in the imagination of a sacred 
writer? Well then, if we gone further than the sacred 
writers went, in search of terms to express our ideas of the 
nflseriee of the wicked, upon what ground will Mr. Spear stand 
^^istified, in bringing so heavy a charge against us? We are 
^ 4ilSra^ that universalists suppose, that all those vivid represen- 
i^^lismsy given by the sacred writers, are done to exhibit the 
ries (^the wicked in this life. Now if we felt disposed to 
any with corrupting language, and distorting and wres- 
its original purpose, it would be the persons who 
»t#id to represent the miseries of a man in this life 
Iging the means of wealth and spl^^dc^ ^^ ^^ 
ins WJSIhting bsmamly b^ ^%JiS^^%i: <^ 
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body in 9, Idse of fire and brimstone. We state it as a fact, 
not easily contradicted, that if there is any misery in this life, 
peculiar to the wicked, it is that of mental anguish. All oUier 
afflictions and calamities are suffered by the righteous, in 
common with the wicked. Now to suppose, that the Almighty 
would commission men to ransack the whole vocabulary cf 
language for words, and the entire magazine of nature for 
figures, and even to launch into the regions of fancy, te findi 
if possible, something terrible enough with which to depict 
the miseries of the' wicked in this life — ^miseries that they 
would rejoice to endure to eternity, so that they might live to 
roll, sin like, a sweet morsel Under their tongue, is it not to 
charge Deity with deception, with holding out to mankind a 
delusive idea, as though he would punish them much worse 
than he intended. 

We shall now inquire, what ^.mount of influence univer-. 
salism holds over the imagination. 

Mr. Spear commences by observing, " The doctrine of the 
ultimate perfection of our race presents to the imagination the' 
most suWime and beautiful imagery and every var^gh^ of illus- 
tration. It fills it with the most glorious thoughts and pleasing 
representations. Around this system clusters ever^y^ing 
that is pure and elevating." Again; he says, ''We shall 
now prove the purity of universalism and its benign influence 
by calling to our aid a well known fact, within the experience 
of every public advocate of the doctrine — 1 tlllude to the fact 
that they are obliged to seek out the most beautiful illusf "^ 
tions, in order to convey the sentiment, and the purest li 
guage in order to express it to the mind. Were it a corruj 
system, it ^would then require the opposite of both, 
the greatest difficulty in maintaining universalism is^ 
finding a sufficient number of arguments, nor in 
objections; but in obtaining language and illnstral 
ciently pure and elevated to express its excellent 
e^ieery scie^ njemandi^ appTo|||iat||^nns, sb 
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tibtfr principles^ and th^ effects of the doctrine; >ut we believe 
it never has been doae to perfection, 5ave in the volume ojf 
inspiratioQ.^' 

Before we pyoceed to answer the above, it is n^essary for 
us to enquire what constitutes nniversalisnii or in other words,, 
what is the peculiarity that distinguishes its professors •from 
every other sect, we mean universalists of Mr. Balfour's and 
Mr. Spear's school. This is requsite, in order to know whether . 
all the^ fine things enumerated by Mr. Spear belong to it 
or not. 

First, then ; they believe in materialism or that man's soul 
is nothing but his animal life or breath, which ceases to exist 
when the body dies. See Balfour's essay on the Intermediate 
State of the Dead. But this is no peculiarity of universalism. 
The Sadducees of our Lord's time held the same views. They 
denied the existence of disembodied spirits. 

Again: universalians deny the freedom of the will. See 
Article Original Creation of Man already noticed. This is no 
peculiarity of tlieirs either. This they hold in common with 
Calvinists. 

Again, they believe that man has no control over his afiec-. 
lions or belief. See Mr. Spear, on the Influence of Universal-, 
ism <M the Affections. This is not peculiar to them either. 
This is the doctrine of the celebrated Robert Owen, the infidel 
philosopher, of New Harmony. 

Again : they believe in the doctrine of the resurrection of 

the body; the existence of a Supreme Being; that he sent his 

. Son for the salvation of Man ; the authenticity of the scriptures ; 

.Kthe observance of the sabbath, etc. Now in all these points 

they agree with the generality of those termed orthodox Christ 

. ^pLiis. They also agree with the Hicksites, in rejecting a 

"lonaldeviU 

IKTe wUl now notice wherein they differ from all others, as 
a| we know. - 

1^ the first place, then, th|fr believe, that all man]^&id will 
saved, whethW they live a, hobj \\fe ox ^-siv^Sd^^ ^^^ 
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Secondly, they hold that man did not subject himself to 
either sin or misery, beyond the grave. 

Thirdly, they hold that God planted the tree of knowledge 
in the garden of Eden on purpose to lead man into sin. 

f^mrthly, that man never would have known what happiness 
was,* had he never sinned. 

Fifthly, that man was not constitutionally holy, when God 
made hira or he could not have yielded to the temptation. 

The first particular in the above catalogue, is what >stamps 
both name and character on this system; and it is with refer- 
ence to this peculiarity we frame our answer. 

After reading the pompous extract last quoted from Mr. 
Spear's essay, we felt somewhat surprised and disappointed. 
We expected after reading the following words " the doctrine 
of the ultimate perfection of our race presents to the imagina- 
tion the most sublime and beautiful imagery and every variety 
of illustration,^^ to have seen some of this beautiful imagery 
and variety of^llustration, upon which to feast our iniagination; 
but we found, when we got our thumb on it, it was not there. 
Again; says he, "it fills it (the imagination) with tlie most 
glorious thoughts and pleasing representations." Truly uni- 
versalism is well calculated to fill the imagination of a profligate 
monster with pleasing anticipations indeed. To thiIii^tha^^ 
at the close of a debauched and abominable life, he shall b^ 
taken to heaven on the same footing with the pious and^^^ 
good! Truly it must be a delightful thought and a pleai|ti^ 
representation to a wicked man to hear that he is just as s^' 
in the commission of crime as it respects his future destiny^||t^' 
though he was practising virtue. . ^^^ 

But should a universalist say, this is not ja fair reptesenti|^ 
of universalisnv we would reply that to test the mortal 
of universalism fairly, we must take human n%turejttst 
find it. An all its different grades of depravilrjr, and Qism 
universalism before it, ji^t as it is without disguisQ. 
t)iis faMy, we will give ^r€»i|pew%of liuman nattu^ 
Jiio^n%e of ^%ee of the ^mmwift^i of ti» * '^ 
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terSy and then place universalism in full relief before it. 
First then, David says^ <' the Lord looked down from heaven 
upon the children of men, to see if there was any that did 
understand and seek God. They are all gone aside : they are 
altogether become filthy: there is none that doeth good, no 
not one." Psalms xiv, 2, " For there is no faithfulness in 
their mouth: their inward part is very wickedness : their throat 
is an open sepulchre : with their tongues they have used deceit : 
the poison of asps is under their lips, whose mouth is full of 
cursing and bitterness : their feet are swift to shed blood : 
destruction and misery are in their ways, and the way of peace 
have they not known: there is no fear of God before their 
eyes." Psalms v, 9. Hear, O heavens and give ear O earth, 
for the Lord hath spoken, I have nourished and brought up - 
children, * and they have rebelled against me." Isaiah i, 2, 
He represents the moral condition of those rebellious children, 
in the 5 and 6 verses, under the figure of a human body, " the 
whole head sick and the whole heart faint, from the sole of the 
foot even unto the. head, there is no soundness in it, but 
wounds, bruises, and putrifying sores." St. Paul says, " now 
the works of the flesh are manifest, which are these ; adultery, 
fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, witchcraft^ 
hatred, variance, emulation, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies^ 
envyings, murders, drunkenness, revellings," Gal. v, 19. 

Before this humiliating and heart sickening view of human 
depravity wo are to place Mr. Spear's pure and elevated 
jsystem of imiversalian excellencies! to see it, as with a magie 
touch, like the sacred wand of the prophet, swallow up all the 
S^ptian serpents out of the hearis of the depraved sons and 
daughlei's of Adam's fallen family. 

, The doctrinal system of universalism, like that of Calvinism, 
^leti^siippoited. on two legs: one of these legs, the right, for 
/vjj^lance^ the only one they show, when there is any contest 

on about the moral tendency of their system, presents a 
itiful appearance t<^the Jeoagint^tion, at the same time 

j» m^ibmg- beau^|4 ab^t it, - but what is \ym.^4^ \^st 

4 
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is there any thing about it, at all, that belongs to univer^a^^ni^ 
except the word ALL that stands conspicuously iasciribed 
upon it. 

This leg they call "the ultimate perfection of ALL the 
human race I '^ O how splendid its appearance to the imagina- 
tion^ when taking a flight to the regions of blessedness, ther^ 
to behold the unnumbered millions (up to the last born son of 
Adam^s long lined progeny) and hear them shout around ^9 
throne of God t this is a delightful scene for contemplatioiu 
The imagination here may feast its fill : but in the midst of 
all these flights of the imagination up steps an honest inquirer 
and puts the question, How did these people get here I Did 
they love and serve Qod in the world? Now, take care, Mr* 
Spear, that you do not uncover the left leg of universalism ii^ 
giving an answer to this question. You know this leg has for 
its motto, sure of heaven, righteous or wicked^ You \m09t I 
have already stated, that if we would test the moral pow^ rf 
universalism fairly, we must take human nature just as it is,^ 
in all its different grades of depravity. 

We will suppose then that an unconverted man was to ra^et 
a universalian doctor of divinity and should ask him tihis^ 
plain question: ^< doc tor, can a man live a sinner all his lifi^ 
regardless of God and religion, and die in sin, and go to heaTiSB^ 
at lastP "O yesf says the doctor, "sin never keeps utny 
body out of heaven.^ But, still the doctor is a little a^lmi^ied 
of thus uncovering the nakedness of his left leg, especially IImb^ 
motto, and attempts to hide it thus. He says, " friend, mgk ' 
had much better serve^ God in this world; there are a giiM^;^ 
many promises to the righteous man." "Well but, doctCHp^ §3 
do not love God or his service either: the barnal mind hwi^ipy^ 
hold of me, and you know, doctor, that Paul says, ^ the ^iu^ji^|| 
mind is enmity against God:^ now all I want to know i%^ 
get safe to heaven when 10^9 witibout lepentance ax|di 
ment?'' ^fO yes?'' says liie doctor, "everybody 
and wicked goes tp hefiir^ii i^g^a %b^ die; but s< 
i^t^ server )8^ you ^P^^ 
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the righteous in this life, and you will escape the miseries 
threatened against the wicked."^Why doctor, I know of no bles- 
sing my pious neighbour enjoys but what I am blessed with, 
in equal abundance, and as to the miseries you talk about, I 
know of none, but such as are common to my pious neigh- 
bour as well as myself; unless you refer to a guilty conscience ; 
but that is the effect of my fears of futurity ; only satisfy me, 
that I have nothing to fear beyond time, and you cure me of all 
my mental anguish at once. I have no fears for the conse- 
quences of sin in this life." / 

"But" says the doctor, " friend, does not the delightful 
prospect that universalism presents to your imagination almost 
charm you into a love of God and religion?" "No, indeed, 
doctor, for, to be honest with you, I have no relish for God and 
religion about me; and that is what puzzles me most about your 
a/stem; fori am sure if I die with no more relish^for heaven in 
my soul than I have now, I shall have but a poor heaven of it, 
if I get there ; besides, if I was not afraid of going to hell, I 
would care nothing about heaven. But, doctor, will sinners of 
every grade, murderers, thieves, liars, whoremongers, and 
oppressors, all wade up through the mire of iniquity to heaven, 
and stand on the saoie footing with those whose days have been 
devoted to God ?" " O yes,* says the doctor, " all go to heaven 
together." 

Now these are some of the pure clusters that surround the 
system of universalism, that are to charm the imagination of 
the sinner, and wile Ijim away from the allurements of sin* 
ffever there was a system calculated to urge the sinner head- 
long into sin, this is the very one to do it. What, to represent 
^ the imagination of a sinner (in whose very heart's core the 
|Sve of sin is ensconced) the happiness he is to enjoy afler he 
, 4|3r^out his life in sin, and this with a view to hisrefbrmationl 
^j^^ld suppose that no better plan conld be tal^n 1o encour- 
i« man, who is wedded to his sins, to ape^everence ia 
r^ than to persuade him that they could do liim no hanpoii 
wltat they would a6 him in this \\{e. 
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" But,'' says the universalian, " how are you to vmdica.t^ 
the divine excellency and impartiality of the divine character 
on any other principle?" What! the principle of taking 
rogues and liars to heaven <m the same footing with honest 
men, and men of truth ! We always thought the excellency 
of the divine character consisted in distributing rewards and 
punishments in exact proportion to every ones merit and 
demerit. This is impossible in the present state of existeneo^ 
and could not be made comport with the wise designs 6f 
providence. How often is it the case that the pious African 
groans in hopeless bondage, whilst his impioua master lives 
in wealth and splendour, on the product of his toil! Can it 
be possible that Divine Goodness will take this hard-heaited 
tyrant to heaven on the same footing with the pious victim rf 
his oppression? How often has the humble Christian suflfbr* 
ed the extremes of penury and want, while the proud infide^ 
rolling in wealth and living in luxury, has looked downon hiitt 
with contempt, regardless of his misery ! How strikingly "S 
the impartiality of God exemplified in the parable of the rl<^ 
man and Lazarus! The language of justice isj " Thou in thj , 
life time had thy good things, and Lazarus evil things b^) 
now he is comforted and thou art tormented." 

We now proceed to notice the powerful influence of univibg^ 
salism on the passions. 

Mr. S. says, (a nd we concur with him) that the great cati$^ 
of human guilt and wo is in suffering the passions to conj 
the reason, instead of allowing the reason to contr<d 
passions. How this view of Mr. Spear's will comport 
'^idiMit he has told lisj under his first head, we will leave f0r' 
readers to judge. He^ere tells us, that when the im< 
tion is gained, the passions and inclinations come ov^) 
and then the reason surrenders itself, with pleastiiS^l 
then, he supposes nothing wrong in reason being cCnclI 
Ihe passions and inclinations, provided the inmg^i^li^ 
^'lead, especially if it he infioencedby die dod 




ij-t 



m 








MODERN UNIVERSALISM. 147 

Let. us now suppose a caae, to illustrate the influence of 
uniyersalism on the passions. We will take, for our subject, 
u young gentleman who has been educated in all the 
modern refinements of high life, and who lias, from childhood, 
imbibed the principles of false honor. We will suppose ho 
receives an insult from an equal, that is derogatory to his 
preconceived notions of honor. We will suppose him to be a 
pupil ^of Mr. Spear's school; and, as his angry passions are 
'aroused, he calls in the aid of universalism, to give them their 
proper direction. He recollects that his preacher has ttjid 
him, that it was the province of the divine, when enforcing 
the moral power of universalism, to make a perpetual appeal 
to the imagination : that gained first, the passions and inclina- 
tions come over next, and the reason surrenders itself, with 
pleasure. He accordingly sits down to ruminate upon what 
universalism presents to the imagination in reference his case. 
He recollects that the entire province of universalism is, ta^i' 
consign the wicked to a state of happiness after death; that it 
has no other topic to present to the imagination, every other 
being embraced in the views of other religionists. This being 
the case, he sees that the only point presented is, his destiny 
in a future world, should he fall in battle. What a delightful 
prospect for the imagination ! His happy soul or the 
happy soul of his antagonist, or both, taking their flight from 
the field of blood to the realm? of bliss : and although he should 
iUl with the infuriated malice of a devil in his heart, yet he 
irould rise with the gentle spirit of a lamb peryjading his soul! 
^^Wiat effect would such a prospect have, when presented to 
xteei imagination of a man whose passions and inclinations 
^|ire abeady urging him to the field of battle, and whose soul 
^i^ tiiirftting for his brother^s blood? I ask^ would such a 
ect hove a tendency to allay the angry passions and 

ttfe soul of its vindictive feelings ? N^w, if such is the- 
which univetsalism presents to the imagination of a 

(liB it has* no other to present) I think Mr. Spear perfect- 
in sityiBg this gained, and thV^^ASAS^^^^^^^^N^^^ 
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tions would come over next; and reason surrender itself, with 
pleasure: for, should universalism be true, reason would have 
some valuable deductions to make, in view of dying the death 
of a duelist; at least reason says there is nothing to lose. 

Mr. Spear says ; " The doctrine of final holiness and happi- 
ness regulates the passions of anger; it gives no room for its 
gratification.'' Just hear how he establishes this: " If a 
believer in that sentiment is angry, even to madness, he 
cannot, consistently with his religious views, pronounce end- 
less curses on his victim." Answer : He may, nevertheless, 
gratify his madness by taking his lite, and if we had no other 
alternative, we would much rather be exposed to the influence 
of a man's angry passions who believed he would be damned 
for killing us, than to cme who does not believe that doctrine. 
But did Mr. Spear really believe, when he penned that posi- 
tion, that universalism leaves no room for the gratification of 
the angry passions ? If he did, he has more faith in the 
moral power of universalism than we have. But he seems to 
suppose that there is no medium (where the angry passions 
may vent their rage) between a state of perfect torpor and 
wishing their victim in an endless helL If this supposition is 
good divinity, we think it bad logic, ^ 

Again; Mr. Spear says, " When anger governs the mind 
then it seeks out the doctrine of endless sin and misery, td 
gi atify its revengefiil spirit." " When anger governs the 
mind" of whom? not a universalist, for "if a believer in tba| 
sentiment is angry even to madness^ his mind is not governed 
by anger, for*Vhen anger governs the mind then it seeks OQl 
the doctrine of endless sin and misery," etc. It would requi^ 
a larger amount of faith than we are in possession of, to enai^^c 
us to believe that a universalist, when angry, even to madaioiilt 
is not under the influence of a passion which govema 
mind. t , 

Mr. Spear has here presented us witb die portrait J^ 
minds; one tha,t of a tSliiversalist, angry, eveato 
in that of a partialist, governed by anger. 
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though angry, even to madness, is perfectly quiescent for th« 
want <^ room for ^hitification, while the latter ransacks eter* 
nity to glut its vengeance. Reader, do you believe this? H« 
goes on; ^^partialism then takes possession of the whole soul. 
It cherishes the spirit of the individual in his fury; with it he 
can doom the object of his wrath to indescribable wretchedness ; 
he follows him through life to the tomb; then regales hit 
imagination with the horrid thought, that fiercer pains await 
him beyond.the grave than could be inflicted on him wbile on 
earth." Mr. Spear calls this partialism, we call it devilism^ 
and state positively that no such principles^ have any place in 
our creed; nor are we afraid to meet Mr. Spear any where, 
and prove conclusively, that it is their system, not ours, which 
is chargeable with partialism. This I purpose doing in another 
place. 

" We now proceed,'^ says Mr. Spear, ^* to show in what 
manner universalism influences the passion under considera-^ 
tion (namely fear.) One single fact will be presented : w« 
are the only sect that holds to the absolute certainty of 
punishment." 

Did Mr. Spear know, when he penned that sentence, that 

there was not one word of truth in it? does he hold to th« 

certainty of punishment in a future state? If not, we go 

beyond him; for we hold to the certain punishment, in a future 

state, of all who live and die wicked. Now, if he holds to 

BO punishment beyond this life, we should like to see him point 

out the sect in Christendom that holds to the certainty of any 

less punishment, in this life, than universalians do. If they 

ai^e acquainted with miseries that are unknown to any other 

IBect, then they hold to the certainty of that amount, over 

^jirhat others hold to. If they are acquainted with no mor« 

^{^ilaui otl^rs are, then they hold to the certainty of no more. 

gentleman had said they were the only sect who denied 

^doctrine of .forgiveness, we would have understood him, 

h we are as far from believing this position as the former. 

era sufiTej^Hg^ey deserve, how muc\v Ao^^o^^^"^^^^ 
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If God punishen sinners to the full amount of their guilt, what 
is his long suffering exercised towards tHem for? Did the 
Almighty wait with the Jewish nation, during the period that 
Christ was so anxious to gather them, as a hen gathers her 
chickens under her wings, for the purpose of sinking them 
into a deeper damnation: or was it to give- them space to 
repent and escape the evil? 

Mr. Spear saysj " universalism urges the sinner to repent- 
ance; not that he may avoid punishment, but ir^rder to 
prevent a repetition of the offence." We admuthat one 
design for which repentance is enjoined, is the reformation of 
the offender; because that repentance which is unaccom- 
panied with amendment, is good for nothing : it must therefore 
hav^ a Godly sorrow mixed with it, which is a principle of 
holiness, that secures the future good conduct of the repentant 
sinner: but this is not all: God has promised forgiveness to 
''wll who repent and reform, and that promise, as Major Jack 
says, dont mean nothin: and we feel willing to risk the 
whole controversy on proving that God has forgiven, and does 
actually forgive sinners, their past sins on repentance. We 
prove this, first from the promise of God by the prophet Isaiah, 
Iv, 6, 7; "Seek ye the Lord, while he may be found; call ye 
upon him while he is near." 

What was this seeking and calling upon God for? The 
prophet gives the solution in the next verse ; " Let the wiekeil 
forsake his way and the unrighteous man his thoughts; aad 
let him return unto the Lord and he will have mercy upm^ 
him, and to our God for he will abundantly pardon him»H- i 
Secondly, by a plain inference from our Lord's words, "exeepj^j 
ye repent^ ye shall all likewise perish." Luke Xiii, 3. 

These texts, particularly the latter, are a complete roJEut 
tion of ail Mr. Spear has said on this point. 

The characters who were the subjects of our Lord^«awi|| 
stood ia need of repentance, ^or they did not. If they i^^ 
was in consequence of some crime they had comn4|^|i£ 
wUcb tbey were {piuUy« Now Mr. Spearj|x|. <<xiaif%niM 
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provides ivo way for the sinner to escape." If so, then univer- 
salism teaches ongllhlng and Jesus Christ another: for Christ 
has provided a way for sinners to escape, (the way of repent- 
ance and forgiveness,) for he came to " give repentance to 
Israel and forgiveness of sins." Acts v, 31. If they did not 
stand in need of it, why did Christ say they should perish 
except they' repented? Thirdly; We prove it by matter of 
fact, as recorded in the book of Jonah, iii, 10; " And God saw 
their works, that* they turned from their evil way." Jesus 
says, " they repented at the preaching of Jonah." Here is 
the doctrine of Isaiah and Christ both, exemplified in the case 
of the Ninevites. The fact is, the religion of the bible stands 
or falls with the doctrine of repentance and forgiveness. 

Mr. Spear says ; '^ While punishment is proved to be certain, 
it is shown to be remedial." 

We have already shown, that our system holds to the 
certainty of all the punishment included in theirs, and we gil$ 
beyond them, so that whatever moral influence punishment 
has in it, our system exceeds theirs. 

Again : Mr. Spear says, " Both rewards and punishments 
are a means not an end." 

A means of what he has not told us : but we suppose he 
intends to say, punishment is a means made use of by Deity 
to reform the sinner. Now, if a sinner continues sinning all 
)iis life, and dies without being reformed, and the means thus 
employed fails, what is to be done when God's mercies and 
lodgments both fail? Take the sinner straight to hieaven? 
3k¥afi the destruction of Pharaoh and his host a means intended 
foa^ their reformation? was the destruction of Sodom, and Go- 
jBorah intended for the refcH-mation of the inhabitants of those 



""^"ivWo might go on multiplying instances ; but we shall notice 
more, and that is the antediluvians. In all tb^e 
of signal vengeance, that were poured upon thofie- 
BOt one of them could have been for their refottcAr 
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supposed that the means and end were connected togeth^r^ 
and whenever the means were used, therQ|||as an end in view. 
Now to say, that the Almighty always has the reformation of 
•inncrs in view when he punishes, is contradicted by both 
•cripture and matter of fact. 

Solomon, speaking from the moulh of the Lord, says, "Be- 
cause I have called and ye have refused, I have stretched out 
my hand and no man regarded, but ye have set at naught all 
my council and would have none of my reproof, I also will 
laugh at your calamity; I will mock when your fear cometh,'* 
etc. Proverbs i, 24, 25, 26. 

This passage of scripture, a portion only of which I have 
quoted, goes to show most conclusively, that the Almighty, 
afler using the means of reformation ineffectually, then inflicts 
punishment as an end. I have mentioned several cases, as 
&cts, where the Almighty did inflict punishment as an endy 
^here the means of reformation failed, I will mention one 
more, because several very interesting particulars may be 
drawn from it, in relation to the. present controversy. — ^The 
Jewish nation were, above aH others, the peculiar people of 
God. He says of them, under the parable of a vineyard, that 
he had done every thing for them that he could do, and yet 
they brought forth wild grapes. Christ wept over them aii4 
prayed for them; yet all would not do. He had to send faia 
judgments and cut them ofil Here was an end for" whietl 
punishment was inflicted. „ 

This people, as a nation, had become so notoriously wicke4» 
that they had run beyond the pale of God's mercy towail| 
them as a nation. Hence they were blotted from the mi^ 
of nations. Should a query arise in the minds of any, air W 
the ground upon which the Almighty exercised this seyeijtjf 
towards the Jews, it is easily accounted for. God had-^<^9j^^^ 
them from among the nations, to set his name amo^ 
for the purpose of leading the surrounding natioiisll^.^ 
knowledge of the true God: but they had become 8(^] 
wickedness, that the name of their God had^ 
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and a reproach, in the mouth of the heathen, whose language 
toward them, no i^ubt, was something like the following : you 
talk about your ^mgion and yo^jr God : they are not as good 
as ours : you are more wicked than we are. This was verified, 
in the instance of Christ's crucifixion ; for while Pilate, the 
Roman governor pleaded for his life, the Jews cried " away 
witk him, crucify him, crucify him I" 

To return. How Mr. Spear makes rewards a means and 
not an end, we araat a loss to tell: we think, however, that 
he put them in, along with punishments, to support the con- 
clusion he had just before come to: that if punishment could 
be proved to be certain, it would produce a moral influence, 
in preventing sin. To forestal the argument we have used 
above, that punishment winds up, in thousands of instances, 
man's career on earth, and with it all chance of producing a 
moral eifect on the sinner, he comes out and roundly assertil 
that both rewards and punishments are h means, and not an 
end. 

We now propose to show that God had one grand end in 
view, when he ma<Ie man, and that he never has lost sight of 
that end, nor ever will. The end, for which he made man 
was, to enjoy moral happiness, the very same in degree that 
God himself enjoys. This happiness is inseparable from 
holiness, and holiness is the action or conduct of a being not 
bound to the right by necessity. Such a creature, and such 
only, is a subject either of reward or punishment. The 
ultimate happiness of the human family is the end Deity has 
in view, in every thing he does in relation to man. If man 
does right he is happy in his own mind: if he does wrong he 
is miserable—" To be carnally minded is death, to be spiritu- 
ally minded is life and peace," Besides this, happiness and 
misery, the native offspring of obedience and disobedience, the 
Almighty has, for the purpose of lessening the direful effects 
<tf moral evil, m our world, administered rewards and pumshr 
-: - ihents to particular individuals and nations, as aii example to 
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this is to effect the same great purpose, the happiness of maii^ 
' Now, if man ^s free agency turns the scale ||£nai unbelief, and 
•ubjects him to eternal deatii, who is to bmme? Not Deityv 
who gave them the power they abused, when that power wan 
essential to thoir happiness. Universalians must acknowl- 
edge that God gave man the moral power, the abuse of which 
involved him in sin and misery. They must acknowledge also 
that the giving this power was the result of goodness other- 
wise they charge Deity with the want of goodness. We wish 
Mr. Spear or some of his friends to show how Deity could both 
give and take back this power on the principle of goodness. 

We will now conclude our remarks on the foregoing, and 
attend to the third head of his subject : namely, the influence 
of univcrsalism on the affections. 

He commences, by saying that "a few remarks on the 
nature of the affections will first be presented. They cannot 
be controlled — the body may be thrown within* the cold and 
silent dungeon; around it may be placed chains of iron and 
fetters of brass; but no human power can chain the hearts' 
Man cannot love or hate from choice, any more than he can 
believe or reject according to his pleasure." • - 

If we believed such doctrine as the above, we should 
renounce future punishment too. Nay we should renounce the 
justice of punishment inXime also, and believe some malignant 
being had made us, on purpose to tantalize us with prospects 
and promises, predicated on the principles of free agency^ . 
while at the same time, man^s faith and afiections weie^ 
fettered by a charm that no human power could burst asunder^ = 

Mr. Spear goes on and observes "if he could control hii^> 
afiectiona and belief, he might with propriety be termed a free ^^\ 
agent, and; in some measure beyond the power of Dettj laa^W 
self; but we are satisfied that He who created man 
influence the intellectual powers, the passions, and 
at pleasure. This alone puts us on broad ground to |>] 
doctrine of reconciliation. 

No wonder Afr. Spear says, <<Thif vpkg^^ 
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ground." We think it broad enough, in all conscience. But 
what puzzles us is^^ imagine how it was possible for man and 
his Maker ever ^Hiave fallen ^ut, on this broad ground; 
because, if neither our affections or belief are under our con- 
trol, we cannot see how we should be accountable to God for 
our conduct, either in time or eternitv. If Adam and Eve had 
no control over their belief, is it any thing strange that they 
believed the devil's lie? Is it not much more strange that God 
should have acted the part of a cruel tyrant, in punishing them 
for believing, and acting on that belief? If our affections are 
not under our control, we are certainly' not to blame for being 
lovers of pleasure more than lovers of God. The Apostle, 
Paul, how much soever he might have been a universalist, in 
other respects, did not believe in this article of the universa-' 
lian creed, for he exhorted the Collossians to set their affectioni 
on things above. 

If man is not a free agent with his affections and belief under 
his control, he is no more accountable for Joving sin or believ- 
ing a lie than he is for not creating a world. Mr. Spear says, as 
already noticed, that universalism provides no way for the 
sinner to escape ; he must suffer the entire penalty due to his 
sins ; but we know not how man can be a sinner, or deserve 
punishment either, if neither his faith or affections are under 
his control. How is a man to obtain that faith that works by 
love and purifies the heart? If he cannot get it until Gcd 
gives it to him, his heart must necessarily remain impure; and 
how a man can be accountable for the productions of an 
impure heart over which he has no control we are at a loss to 
imagine. We should be at no loss, on Mr. Spear's broad 
ground, to say why it is that none are punished in eternity, but 
we cannot see why Mr. Spear's broad ground will not^over 
iime as well as eternity. If man cannot control his faith and 
gBTectioos, oq^ as he who created man controls them, we 
<lllinot see how he is any more culpable in time thanf Ji^ 

eternity, ^ . # "^ 

fote we proceod fatther, we will take a passing notion <vt 
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Mr. Spear's comparison. We have often heard this, or a 
similar one made use of, to illustrate thejj^eedom of the mind; 
but never did we hear it mude use of to prove that the mmd 
was chained. As the comparison is stated, there is no definite 
idea attached to it. Had the comparison stood thus : no human 
power can unchain the heart; we could understand it better; 
because the words that follow the above, " man cannot love or 
hate from choice" show that the heart is chained. To draw a 
comparison where the point of illustration is the freedom of 
the heart, for the purpose of proving that the heart is not free, 
is so glaring a departure from the rules of logic, that we are. 
astonished to see it sanctioned by the authoKty of this cham-^ 
pion of sound reasoning. Still we are unable to see the 
gentleman's point of illustration. Were he advocating the 
doctrine of man's free agency, we would have understood hie 
illustration at once ; but to say the body may be chained but 
the heart cannot be chained, as an argument to prove that it 
is already chained is a kind of logic we do not understand. 

We will now notice his remark on free agency. He saysy 
" man cannot love or hate from choice, any more than he enk 
believe or reject at pleasure; if he could, he might with g^eat 
propriety be termed a free agent, and, in some measofe) 
beyond the power of Deity, himself." So then, Mr. Sp€«cr 
thinks there is no medium between being a mere maclui^^ 
and, in some measure, a better man than God himself, WeT 
think there is a happy medium between these two wiSf 
extremes — a state of subordinate free agency. We are psfi' 
suaded that God himself is a free agent, and having^made 
in his own image, a miniature likeness of what God ut 
magnitude^ possessing in degree, the same natural and 
powei;s, and having a law given him to keep, founded oor^^li^ 
principles of God's moral nature, he must have been mstidi 
a state of rational free agency with the opportiv^ity 
.liiin*of making his duty his choice; otherwise he podiE 
^countable. ^ , ^ r * 

J^rain^ Mr. Sp^ says, ^ but we aigd>,«$itbfi0i^/ 
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created man can influence the intellectual powers, the 
passions, and afleclllens at pleasure." Does Mr. Spear mean 
that man's intellectul powers, his 1)assions, and affections, are 
not under his own control ; but that the Almighty has the 
whole influence and control over them? If so, how does it 
come to pass that man's passions and affections are so diver- 
sified in their operations? Is the Almighty the cause of it? 
If so, he influences the drunkard to love his bowl, while he 
influences the pious devotee to love his God. Can a fountain 
send forth, at the same place, both sweet and bitter waters? 
So then this is wh^li^places universalism on such broad ground ! 
We think it is b^oad ground, indeed, when it makes God the 
author of man's believing all the lies and foolish opinion|^ that 
have been believed ever since our world began, as well as the 
wrong direction of his intellectual powers, passions, and 
afffections. 

We hope Mr. Spear, or some of his friends, will weigh this 
subject over again; and if they come to the same conclusion, 
that they will be good enough to excuse us for believing in 
endless pnishment, seeing that according to their system, wo 
cannot believe any thing else. 

We would also advise them, the next time they enter the 
labyrinth of metaphysics to take care they do not expose their 
Christianity to the charge of being akin to infidelity, by 
creeping out at the same hole with Robert Owen the celebrated 
philosopher of New Harmony. 

s But I cannot leave Mr. Spear's broad ground yet. No won- 
der he expects to prove the doctrine of final reconciliation ; 
where there is no damage done there is nothing to pay. Wa 
have freely accorded in our views with " the principle in 
morals, that governs the laws of every nation under hdlven; 
yIz. that no man is bound to do that which is impossible." 
SUnn's essay. Now, if neither man's faith nor affTectionsiare 

[er his control, it is impossible he should be accountable for 

actions. If he has done wrong he is not to blame ; tb9i|Mifl|?'^ 
bis Maker for making him wrong *^ \\!afi c^j£ax<(A.\k^ i^<^\i^^ 
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for Mr. Spear says if man had any choice, he would be beyond 
the power of Deity himself. Thus youjjie Mr. Spear's doc* 
trine is that man has done no harm, and of course the Almightjr 
will not send him to hell : nay, if Mr. Spear's doctrine is true, 
so far from man's being accountable to his Maker, for wrong 
conduct, his Maker ft accountable to him for making hiiQ 
wrong, and being the cause of all the misery he endures ia 
this world. 

Universalists, Calvinists, and Deists, all deny man's fri^ 
agency J the former and latter to get clear of future punish- 
ment. Calvinists have thrown away the^octrine of grace 
and justice, as it respects the reprobate, and account for pun? 
ishi^it, both in time and eternity, by ascribing it to the 
sovereign will and pleasure of God. Universalists and Deists 
both deny future punishment, but are equally swamped ifl 
getting along with the miseries of this life, on their boun^ 
agency" scheme. Could Mr. Spear have made his broad groanj 
cover time, as well as eternity, it might have done pretljf^j 
wellj but facts are stubborn things'. The miseries of thia Ji^ 
do not lie concealed beyond the precincts of time. They nsosti 
be accounted for; and to attempt to do it on the principles .id( 
bound agency is at once to lay the whole blame at the deor ^ 
the Almighty. :f.^l 

Mr. Spear next says ; " The affections do not operale^^ 
surrounding objects, but surrounding objects operate oa 
affections." This may, in some measure, be truie, sOi'&ii 
to excite the affections; but does it follow that man 
choice as it respects the objects of his love or aversioiiy 
as he who created man influences him? If so, man k 
blame. Mr. Spear says, " man cannot love or hit^: 
choi^," This being the case, the man who lov^ bis 
bogtle better than he does his wife and chilckren, amd' 
8u%r for the sake of the other, is not to blame; if ^^' 
'p not broptA enough for the drunkard and his iMmf 
H^^e^lbiled on, we are at a loss to ^ksiaW bow 
Jbi teijuisite.^. If Mr J SpearV yieF i» 



St'', 








MODERN UNIVERSAlilSM. 159 

reconciliation, the Maker ought to ask^ pardon of the man, 
for influencing and leading him into wrong conduct, instead of 
man asking pardon of his Maker. 

Again: Mr. Spear says; "Notwithstanding all that has 
r been said of the native depravity of man, there are few that 
JL do not admire the sublime and the beautiful," and adds, " it is 
what the mind calls beauty that it seeksjifter j that the affec- ■ 
tions are involuntary, is evident from a single fact : present a 
disproportionate and horrid object before the mind, and no 
power can call forth admiration : present an object that the 
mind acknowledges to be lovely, and no power can take the 
affections from it." 

Here are several positions laid down. Let us exdlKne 
them one at a time. 

First, " there are few who do not admire the sublime and 
the beautiful." This may hold good in oratory, art, and 
nature : but, as the gentleman intends it to apply to morals, 
i^e hasten to meet him on that ground, by asking, Is there any 
t&ing sublime and beautiful in vice? 

Secondly; " it is what the mind acknowledges to be lovely 
that it seeks afler." Now so far from the gentleman's posi- 
tion being true in morals, the very reverse is the fact. Does 
not the mind of man invariably bow to the majesty, the excel- 
lence, and, to use the gentleman's own phrase, i<i the beauty 
of virtue? And yet we see from daily experience, and are 
assured from scripture testimony, that so far from the mind's 
seeking virtue as its object, the entire world has been capti- 
vated by sin. Is this owing to the abuse of man's moral 
power of choice, or is it because He that made man influences 
ys affections to love sin, or, in other words, to admire the 
sabHme and the beautiful. ™ 

{ Thirdly, this writer says " it is in the wisdom of Provideltee ^ 
^fent|di do not fix on the same object; if il were so ouri^lea^d^B^ 
w&ald be extremely narrow and confined." THB^ true, ty 
l^fl^ects the diversified objects that the Ifieneficenice 

red with a liberal hand, thctoa^o^aA. fst^»Ja$sii^%si^^ 
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purpose of contributing to the temporal happiness of man ki 
this world; but what has this to do with the subject in 'debate! 
Did Mr. Spear intend, by this remark, to insinuate that a wise 
Providence had ordered it so, that some men should love sin 
and some holiness, ip order to widen the sphere of man's 
pleasures? If he did, &nd the supposition were true, it would 
not only be wise but benevolent, more especially if Mr. Spear^ 
broad ground coverdo^ime as well as eternity. 

^ But is it true that the " affections are involuntary ? The 
existence of the affections, in the constitution of man, is 
certainly involuntary, because God planted them there; but 
does it necessarily follow that the exercise of those afiectioni 
are ^Involuntary also? it is true that the legitimate, as well as 
the illegitimate, objects of our affections produce an involun- 
tary excitement on us ; but to say that the regulation of our 
affections, when excited, is equally involuntary, is to say man 
is not to blame for being a lover of pleasure more than a lover 
of God. This was not Paul's belief. Had he believed that 
man had no control over his aflections, he would not haV« 
acted so unwisely as to have exhorted the Collossians to set 
their affections on things above — ^but would have advised them^ 
to remain passive, until the mighty influence of him thatmaiib 
them should control their affections at pleasure. . 

Again. Mr. Spear says, " that the affections are involnn* 
tary, is] evident from a single fact; present a disproportion-, 
ate and horrid object before the mind, and no power can caB. 
forth admiration." This may be true in nature Q,s welTaS" 
morals, as it respects the abstract operations of the mind, il' 
the admiration of things disproportionate and horrid; biit»; 
regard to the practice of morals, the very point in debate, ther<i^j 
is nlpa word of truth in it. Where is the most beais^'i 
driipkard in our land that admires drunkenness in the ^ibsttBHSff 
ai^|l5^et he wallows in it like a sow in the mire. Now 

^ ^uppMKthat this character (who, according to Mr* 
^^2\.m^ affection^ iraa 

m^unkry k^ contracting this beastly 10^^ so: 



0: 




:ni 






. ..J- 



•N.. 




siF^ 



MODERN UNIVERSALISM/ 161 

him within the precincts of Mr. Spear's "broad ground?'^ 
What object can be placed before the mind that is more dispro- 
portionate and horrid than sin? and yet such is the perversity 
of human nature, that Job> xv, 16, was constrained to say, that 
" man drinketh iniquity like water." 

Universal -experience corroborates the truth of scripture 
declaration, that while the better judgment of all mankind 
acknowledges the superior excellenceiimd beauty of virtue, 
yet a vast majority continue all their lives to be captivated by 
sin, notwithstanding all its deformity 

But again. What can be more horrid and revolting to an 
intelligent mind than the scene of carnage presented on a 
field of battle? and yet how many delight in scenes of J|^d? 
One would suppose, from Mr. Spear's view of human nature, 
that if such a sight were presented to the human mind, no 
one could be found amongst all Adam's fallen family that 
would eng2%e in such a scene. 

Mr. Spear's next position has astonished mo more than all 
that has gone before. — "Present an object that the mind 
acknowledges to be lovely and beautiful, and no power can 
take the affections from it." 

In answer to this we would ask, is not God, the great foun- 
tain of moral excellence, the most lovely object in existence? 
And is not this acknowledged by every human mind? and 
are the affections of every mind so captivated with its loveli- 
ness, that no human power can take the affections from it? 
This is the conclusion to which Mr. Spear's reasoning leads : 
but what say scripture and matter of fact ? " If any man love 
the world, the love of the Father is not in him." 1 John, ii, 15. 
Again; "For he that loveth not his brother whom he hath 
teen, how can he love God%hom he hath not seen?" ^j^ iv, 
20. What does matter effect say? It says, that a ^st 
loajority of Adam's fallen children love sin with all its 
inity, while the love of God is entirely out of the^ptl 

^U Mr. Spear's conclusions are correcti^ithat our feitii 
ions are neither of them under out cowltcA, ^V^ ^ 
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Tie^salians complaia of their opponents for their l)elief in futiure . 
punishment? He says, " man cannot love or hate from choice, 
any more'than he can believe or reject according to his pleas- 
ure." Now, if we held such a view of faith and the aflOections, 
we should deny future punishment also, and; not only future 
punishment, but punishment of every description, both in time 
a|id eternity; but we would not be universalists, nevertheless. 
We would be consists^ and adopt Robert Owen's no praise, 
no blame system at once. 

The truth is, the better we become acquainted with unive^^ 
salism, the*more we are persuaded that it is either Calvinism, 
stript of its reprobationary features, or Deism in disguise. Jb 
it not evident that if we hav^ no choice, as to the objects of 
our alffi^tions or the subjects of our belief, that we can neither 
believe nor love the truth, until God shall cause us to believe 
and love it; and if Deity should not cause us to believe and 
love the truth, must we not remain unbelievers aiid haters of 
the truth, until death? If this is the case, we want to know 
how mankind can be punishable for their conduct, either iik 
time or eternity? 

Universalians raise a mighty outcry against limitarians, a». 
thqy are pleased to call them, for supposing that God will 
punish men eternally for their sins; our doctrine is, that it is i)0. 
worse to punish a sinner in eternity if he remains a sinnery 
than it is to punish him in time : but universalists hold thai 
God punishes men for doing what they cannot help doing, andi; 
say at the same time, that sin is according to the will of Grod. 
" For if q^y thing is done against the will of God, what piovi. 
dence or omnipotence does it leave him?" We used to tfaiok. 
that th^re was no moral turpitude attached to an action wUc^rj 
cannfj^ie avoided, likewise, we were under an imp: * "^ 
that^^^jPL a man was engaged ii/performing the will 
asfljat and not a sinner, ^^ertainly we are J 
uniyersalism for p^ting us straight 
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performance, is what he says in his concluding remarks : '' Fi- 
nally, all good beings are universalists in practice. A parent 
who is kind to all his children, is a universalist in the family 
circle; a magistrate who is iifipartial in the distribution of 
justice, and is guided by mercy in his decisions, is a univer- 
lialist in the discharge of his official duties/' 

What! a universalist when he con^igiis one culprit to the 
gallows and another to the penitentiary during life! Now 
Ibis is all that we claim in behalf of our Maker''^ government. 
"When sinners become confirmed in wickedness, so that the 
safety of society becomes endangered, to dispose of such 
offenders, so that they can do no more mischief, must be per- 
fectly right. ** 

But, how this magistrate's conduct accords with Mr. SpearHi 
universalism is a mystery to me. Where justice is adminis- 
tered with mercy, that mercy has the culprit for its object : 
but wiiere justice is administered without mercy, the public 
good is the object. Now we would be pleased to hear Mr- 
Spear or some of his friends explain how much jnercy there is 
in the decision of the magistrate who consigns one culprit to 
the gallows and another to the penitentiary, during life. 

A good parent may be equally kind to all his children, and 
yet be under the necessity of disinheriting a part for profligate 
conduct, in order to secure the happiness of the rest, or to put 
them into Mr. Roger's damp, dark cellar, and feed them on 
crust and water. 





164 MODERN UNIVER^ALISM. 



^ ESSAY VII. 

Answers to 21S questionsy proposed by Abel C. Thoma^ 
Pastor of the Unive^^ian Church, Philadelphia. 



f-'i 



Question 1^ As we are required to love our enemies, may 
we not safely infer that God loves his enemies? 

Answer. God is the same yesterday, to-day, and forever. 
He changes not: whom he once loves, he never ceases to 
love, though there is a very distinguishing peculiarity between 
ius love to the. righteous and the wicked: the fonner are the 
objects of his delightful regard; not so with thj^ latter, thougli 
they are the objects of his benevolent j^^i^d: but does Mr. . i 
Thomas intend to infejr that God will take his* enemies to 
beavcn? The language of inspiration is, " Bring hither those 
mine enemies, that would not have me to reign over themjr 
and slay them before me." 

Q. 2. If God loves his enemies, will he punish them 
any more than will be for their good? 

, A. The above question supposes that punishment , i» 
never inflicted with an eye to the public interest, but only 
for the benefit of the individual offender; whereas it is for the^ 
maintenance of happiness and for that alpn^, that punishodent 
is ever inflicted under any righteous government, or by the 
influence of any righteous principle. If punishment reforms- 
the offender, God will punish him no more: but if it fails to • 
produce this salutary effect, it must then be continued Itop^ 
prevea^the injurious influence of sin upon others; whether W^r 
benefiWie offender or not* 

Qs&. Would endless punishment be for the good 1^4 

^ose it would not be of any advantage to ib^ 
ier,yeti£it ia necessary tb prevent his 
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the harmony and happiness of society, public go^ requires it. 
This question, like the foregoing, seems to suppdWth^t none 
but the sinner himself is interested in his punishment, and 
that it is inflicted entirely for him, without any regard to 
society: whereas, though goodness has the reformation of 
the sinner in view, yet justice must punish, to secure the 
general welfare, so long as the offender continues to multiply 
his crimes. Do our state governments piHCiish men with a view 
to their reformation onlyf Is it not done to deter others, \yy 
way of example, and to put a stop to the injurious effects of 
their evil conduct f Even confinement is a mercy 'to an irifenr- 
rigible sinner, who would make himself, as well as others 
more miserable wheq running at large. 

Questions 4 and 5 need no answer. God does not punish 
because he dodls^ot love his creatures * but for the sake of 
good government. A father who loves his family will not let 
one perverse child destroy the happiness of the rest, and 
although his bowels of compassionate mercy yearn over the 
obstinacy of a disobedient child; yetifthfe happiness of the 
rest of the family can be secured no other way, he must banish 
the offender from the comforts of his father's house. 

Q. 6. As love thinketh no ill, can God design the ultimate 
evil of a single soul? 

A. This question is predicated upon the old stale doctrine, 
that nothing comes to pass but what God designed should be . If 
man by abusing his moral power, unfits himself for the service * 
of God and the enjoyment of happiness, who but himself is to 
tdaniet God never designed the ultimate evil of a single 
eoul. Man could never have known what moral happinesi 
was, without being in possession of moral liberty. If an abuse 
of that liberty renders him miserable, he cannot be jnitde 
happy by taking that power fVom him. 

Q. 7. As love worketh no ill, can God inflict, c^^aufp^^'or 
allow to be inlBicted an endless illt l^r 

A. Still the same idea. If man suffers etemaUy Cbd, 
blame; and not man, for the coQse<ya^ik<^^% oC^ 
^ 2 
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conduct. The bible everywhere stows that God has dose 
evi»ry i^udSmjii a God could do, consistent with the nature of 
his government, and the moral agency of man, to save the 
family of Adam from misery : and the same book as plainly 
shows that man may forfeit, by unbelief and sin, all that has 
been done for him. 

Q. 8. As wo are forbid to be overcome of evil, ctm we 
safely suppose that Q^ will be overcome of evil! 

A. We suppose an allusion is kere made to the apostle's 
exhortation, not to be overcome of evil, but to overcome evil 
'^i^|||pK>d. The apostle was here guarding his brethren 
against giving way, when injured by others, to the influencQ^f 
those angry passions that nurture strife, and advises them to 
let tlie meek and peaceable spirit of cliristian forbearance 
enable them to overcome the injury or evil, as he terms it. 
Now what similitude could any reasonal)le man discover 
between that unrelenting vengeance that men's angry passions 
urge them to inflict on one another, and that holy indignation 
that causes Deity to punish those whose wickedness scatters 
firebrands, arrows, and death, throughout society. The one is 
the cause of misery, the other is the means made use of to 
circumscribe its limits. 

Q, 9. Would not the infliction of endless punishment prove 
that God had been overcome of evil ? 

A. If the Almighty, in inflicting jpunishment, was influen- 
ced by the same principles that the apostle was guarding 
against, it would so prove, whether inflicted^in time or eternity* 
Again. Is the magistracy of a nation overcome of evil whea^ 
to secure the rights of society, they have to consign the culprit , 
to death or the penitentiary. „ 

Q. 10. If man does wrong in returning evil for evil \rauld 
not GoA do wrong were he to do the sa,me2 ,. v"., 

M Whid^ God inflicted deathmen our first parents and|^^s< 
unoHendin^oflspring, this was returning evil for evil; 
drowned the old world, this was returning evil fi^ 
t^ ^ined fi|e and brimstone on Sodom and 
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this was returning evil for evil; when God senjynajudgments 
on the Jews, this was returning evil for evil ; lH™||en Qod 
shatl turn the wicked into hell, with all thfeiiations that forget 
God, this will be returning evil for eviI»"What an acute and 
penetrating mind Mr. Thomas must be possessed of, to enable 
him to discover that God's just indignation, and man^s vindic- 
tive vengeance, both spring from the same principle. 

Q. 11. Would not endless punishment be the return of evil 
for evil? 

A. If the manifestation of God^s righteous in^myion 
against sin is a returning evil for evil, then endless pu]H|Pp|iit 
is returning evil for evil^, 

Q. 12. We are commanded to overcome evil with good, 
may we safely infer that God will do the same! 

A. Yes, God is continually engaged in overcoming evil 
with, good, and but for man^s free agency turning the scale of 
final unbelief, God would banish moral evil fro^ earth and hell. 

Q. 13. Would the infliction of endless punishment be 
overcoming evil with good ? 

A. Not; exactly so, but it is the inflicting of a less evil to 
prevent a greater, something like a surgeon taking off a morti- 
fied leg, or arm, to save life; or like the judicial authority of a 
country hanging rebels, lest their .rebellious principles and 
practices should injure the whole community; or like putting 
a man into the penitentiary for life^ who was not safe to run 
at large. 

Q. 14. If God hates the sinner, does the sinner do wrong 
in hating God? 

A. Here it is again, the righteous indignation cf the 
Almighty Governor of the world against rebellious man, com- 
pared with the hateful spirit of rebellion, the prolific cause of 
misery. Are the civil authorities of .our government influen- 
ced by the same diabolical principles, in punishing crimei that ** 
the culprit is in committing it? j^ 

Q. 15. Is God a changeable being? /^^^ 

.A. No! God i»-iho same yesterday, today ^ twAfcww^ 
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loves his enemies now^ will he not alwayt 



love 



A'. The princip^involved in these two questions ts* inclir- 



»wn^ 



ded in the followH^ answer. Does the law change that 
acquits an honest man today^ but hangs him for turning rogtie^ 
tomorrow f The uncbangeability of Deity consists in aii^ 
Invariable disappFobaUpn of sin, and a steady design to punisb- 
the sfliner; and i^thoi^ he changes not, yet he deaJs by aU 
frea agents according to their changed. 

^y|^ Is it just for God to be kind to the evil and unthank<> 
fu]|0IK present life? 

A. Yes ! but that does not prevenihim from pouring oat hiM 
Judgments upon them, as occasion may require. 

Q. 18. Would it be unjust in God to be kind (o all meniln 
ft future statet 

A. As God is kind to wicked men in this life, and yet pun- 
ishes them to tbf full amount of what their sins deserve, by- ' 
what rule of lo^^r philosophy will you make it appear, that;^ 
God changefs, and uses sinners unkindly, because he punisfaer:# - 
them in a future state? If pimishmeht is not inconsistent wUk ■ . 
kindness in this life, how will you make it appear inconsistent'', 
with kindness in the next? We believe that although ttm 
Almighty will be compelled, on account of man^s rebelli^ur 
principles to confine him in hell, yet such is the loving kind-! 
I^ess of the good being, even to sinners, in a future state, tbaf ^ 
the hell he has prepared for them is not half so bad as the heHr 
they would make for themselves, should he suffer them to ntft t 
at large? ' -*^ ' 

Q. 19.^ If all men justly deserve endless punishme'ht, wSi^:^ 
oot those who £a»e>sav^ behaved unjustly f * ;*.^*: 

A. Tbist question strikes at the doctrine of divine oiiy^f - 
tjj and supposes that God was in justice bound ia^l^bjj^^ 
JesuftvChrist to save the world* Now^ if God was IM^^IH^- ; 
^tice bound to send Jesus Christ tO'Save tinners^ 
wSily had a right to withhold bim, ai^d had he 
kkn ^ eC^noily, nonii would blsve reiaainisd loBf Itr^ 
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unless some rare genius should prove that he^JigplQ hav^ 
saved himself. Secondly, this question suppos^toi jus- 
tice and mercy are opposed to each others whereas- the 
gospel holds out certain conditions, upon which forgiveness 
may be obtained: namely, repentance toward Grod and 
faith in Jesus Christ, a compliance with these conditions 
secures the eeneral welfare of society, and this is all that 
justice claims. God then relinquisheiS his right to punish, 
in behalf of mercy, and although man was lost, and would 
have remained lost to all eternity, had not Jesus Christ ^Q^c, 
yet jiow through this dispensation of mercy, the penal^ is 
wiped away by the act of forgiveness. . 

Q. 20. If God will by no means clear the guilty, by what 
means can just punishment be evaded? 

A. By an act of pardon, that does not clear the culprit 
from guiU; it only saves him from the infliction of the penalty. 
When a jury tries a man, if they clear him of guilt he goes 
free ; if they convict him, no act of pardon^J^ the governor 
ean clear him of that guih : it will save him fi*om thb penalty, 
but it will eternally remain true that the culprit is guilty, it is 
also true that reformation on his part and pardon on the part 
of the governor will again entitle him to the advantages, of 
innocence in future^ Ileader make the application. 

Q. 21.. As no man can meaSui:e endless mis.ery to his 
neighbour, will endless punishment be measured to him? 

A. Mr. Thomas as one of the editors of the New York 
Christian Messenger and Philadelphia Universalist, has pub- 
lished an essay entitled Moral Power of Universalism; by C- 
Spear. This essay, to which I refer the reader, I have already 
noticed, the writer there says, (speaking of the advocates of 
endless suffering whom he terms partialists) "When anger gov- 
erns the mind then it seeks out the doctrine of endless sin and 
misery to gratify its revengeful spirit; then the most horrid 
oaths are uttered, the most shocking imprecations are pro- 
Qounced, partialism then takes possession of the whole soul; ' 
U il^erisbes the spirit of the individual, in his fui^ ;^^|pi|kit. 
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lie canTdoom^the object of his wrath to mdescrtbable wre 
ednesa; M^then follows him through life and to tliet^ 
then./cgales his imaginaticm with the horrid tbougfat, 
fiercer pains await him beyond the grave than could be tniffi^ 
ed on him while on earth.'' Now, as I would not wiIIib^] 
impeach Mr. Thomas •with wilfully publishing a IJbe! 
human nature, in whole or in part, either under the sane^df 
o£ his own name or that of another, I must take it for' gfax^bt 
that he believes there are just such men in the world aB ai^ 
iicr€^4lescribed by Mr. Spear. What are the legitkl^ate e^ 
cliniions to which scripture and con»a|pn sense conduct ufi^l^ 
view of the premises afforded by llli^pear and Mr. Th<»xd^ 

First, we have no less than the high authority of Jesus OMiif^ 
to show, that in morals the will is always taken for the 
see Matth. v, 28 : and common sense tells us, -that it is the 
degree of wicked intention that stamps the amount of 
turpitude on action. Secondly, the same high authority "silj 
^ whatever ini^ure ye mete to others shall be measured' 
you again." Matth. vii, 2. Common sense dictates, t 
there are such men in the world, that mete out endless wrei 
edness to others with the degree of wicked intention des< 
b^Mr. Spear, then those men have incurred endless p 
meat; otherwise the two scriptural rules laid down by our 
ftre good for nothing. 

We hope should Mr. Thomas ^ver see this answer he 
do one of three things : either take back this question ; renotAl<iSf 
universalism ; or honestly acknowledge that he and Mr. Sp^^Sf 
. have published a libel on those who believe in endless punyb- 
ment. 

Q. 22. Would it be merciful to the sufferer for God ttl 
inflict endless punishment on himf 
^ A* Sound policy, as well as sound sense^ sa3;iB, of ti^ 
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r^ choice of a less evil to prevent a greater; a pucdsbinglBf tho' 

t' gpilty to protect the innocent from the effect of the& ciunes* 
Q. 23. Can that be just which is not merciful? ^ 
\ A» Is there any mercy in hanging or putting a man to 
death for murder? and is not this judicial act of nations, civili- 
zed and savage, founded on that equitable and just Jgjv, that 
was^ given to Noah and his sons, " whoso sheddeth ma^ bloody 
by man shall his blood be shed?" 

Q. 24. Do not cruelty and injustice go hand in hand? 
A. Every degree of misery, however slight, that is inflicted 
without necessity^ has ^^oportionate degree of cruelty in it; 
hat where misery is iri^pted for the benign purpose of pre* 
venting greater evil or promoting a lasting good, in future, so 
far from its being cruel it has the essence of benevolence in it. 
I now, in my turn ask these wise querists to tell us what the 
, innocent infant has done, to subject it to the miseries of disso- 
lution as soon as born ? If sin in parents, or in o^ first parents, 
was of such an odious character as to exonerate Deity in the 
tu^iption of the miseries of dissolution on an innocent and help- 
less infant, who never committed a crime, is it a mark of 
cc^elty in God to consign to everlasting destruction from hia 
presence, and from the glory of his pqirer, the wretch who^ 
refuses every overture of mercy made to him by the Son of 
€rod, whom he hath trodden under foot, and hath counted the 
Uood of the covenant, wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy 
tiiiDg, and hath dope despite to the spirit of grace, and thu« 
tolally unfitted himself for the service of God ? « 

Q. 25. Can that be merciful that is not just? 
A> No, for mercy and justice go hand in hand. 
Q^ 26. Does divine justice demand the infliction of pain 
fiepm which mercy recoils? 

A^. In one sense it does; in another it does not« Finite 

jplsAiesS) which, in this question, is designated by the tejrin 

, is in its own nature opposed fo and recoils f3ram.iiuSjer)^ 

fioary kind : but, second, as man, by an abuse of 

trodueed misery into God^s CTeation^ 
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justic^ has acceded to the infliction of pain,, not only on the 
guilty but even on the innocent, for the purpose either of 
preventing a greater evil or promoting a lasting good. 

Qi 27. Does divine mercy require any thing that justice 
refuses to grant? 

A. Noe But justice grants whatever mercy requires; fe 
this ver^iain reason, that mercy requires nothing but whAt 
is just. 

Q. 28. If the demands of diviiie justice are opposed to the 
requirements of mercy, is not Grod divided against himself? 

A. The attributes of Deity neverd^lash with each other; 
but agree just as harmoniously in tl^^pdiction of penalties ai 
they do in granting rewards. 

Q. 29. If the requirements of mercy are opposed to the^ 
demands of the justice of God can his kingdom stand?* 

Q. 30. If the justice and mercy of God are in any way 
opposed, do th^ keep the unity of the spirit in the bdlids 4)f 
peace? 

Q. 31. If JiTstice and mercy are opposed in their require^ 
ments can Deity be a just God and a Saviour? 

A. The three last queries need no formal answer. Kb * 
person who understands the nature of the divine governmeoi ^ 
and the genius of the christian religion, ever dreamed of th%^ 
attributes of Deity being opposed to each other. , ' 

Q. 32. If "a God all mercy is a God unjust," would nol «: 
God all justice be a God unmerciful? 

A. This question seems to treat justice and Inercy at^" 
^ abstract principles, that have no necessary relation and tliat 
may operate independently of each other; whereas they er^ ] 
only different modifications of divine goodness, operating in 
concert, for the double purpose of securing the rights of ^Ibii 
innocent, and removing the miseries of the guilty, whe^ieisot:! 
that removal..can be made to accord with the nature &i 
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Q. 34. Is there any such thing in God as jij^t cruelty or 
merciful injustice? 

A. These two questions are of the same import, and are 
both answered above. If clothed in plain language they 
Hr^d read thus^ Can God be just and yet unmerciful, or can 
God be merciful and still be unjust? We unhesitgfegly say, 
he cannot: but what bearing can these questions iP^e on the 
subject at issue? Universalists, as well as ourselves, agree 4 
to the existence and operation of both these principles in the 
moral government of God. 

Now if either system is chargeable with causing these prin- 
ciples to clash, or with Want of harmony in their operations, it 
is that of universalism. It makes justice act entirely inde- 
pendently of mercy, in time, and mercy entirely independent 
of justice in eternity; while we believe that justice and 
mercy harmoniously act in concert, both in time and eternity ; 
for wli^are persuaded, that although justice wilj be compelled 
to lay hold of the offender in eternity ancp^nfine him, ta 
prevent his disturbing the tranquillity of the li^ktenly regions; 
yet that his very confinement will be mercy compared with 
the reign of anarchy that would overspread society, nhouKi 
no such confinement take place: because such a measure 
would abridge the sphere of his actions, and render it impos- 
sible for him to make himself as miserable as he would were 
he to run at large; and so far are we from supposing that 
there is any unmercifulness in Deity, that we believe, that if 
ever a desire for holiness and happiness should reach the 
regions of the damned it would carry its own mitigation of 
misery with it; and so far are we from believing in the unre- 
lenting vengeance of Deity that we are persuaded there is no 
disposition in God, or in any of the holy inhabitants of heaven, 
tkftt would oppose a single wish to the return of the damiied 
;Mftom hell, if ever their return can be made to ju^ord with ^ 
' littrmony and happiness of heaven .* ^^^^fc.^??^ '- P» 

Q. 35. If you had sufficient power 
.men from sin? 
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A. This question is intended for one b(nii Of ik 
Q. 86. Jure you more merciful than the God tlMitiBi^^}im1^i^ 
A. And this is intended for the other horn, hut we are 
under no necessity of being caught on either* If God likim^ 
ded to save man by absolute force, without any regard todui 
principlea^|f moral government, would he continue to expoi*^ 
jitulate ^ji|Bh|tm all their lives, and then have to fierce tfaei^ 
at last? t/ffkrae any more power at the end of a sinner's fife^. 
than he had at the beginning? or will he be possessed of nIcM 
goodness? Besides; this idea supposes that sin is of sudift 
trifling and insignificant character, and that Deity has inUs 
nature, so little opposition to it, that he is more disposed td« 
carry on the farce of expostulation (although he know^dii^t 
#ie sinner will not, nay cannot, turn if Mr. Spear^ doctfBt!^i•^ 
true, until absolute power compels him) than he has to ]^4t* 
an end to sin. God made man to be happy only in the 'w^y^, 
obedience. If absolute power must he applied to ke^fPly^. 
from sinning, (alftcan be no obedience in the matter; anCil^ 
is evident, tfa^pKf it depended on power alone to save siai^'' J 
from sin, God would put a stop to Sin at once : but ast Gbl^ '^^ 
could not make man so as to enjoy moral happiness ott^|2^1j 
through the medium of voluntary obediencOf therefore^. 9^^^ 
long as man voluntarily disobeys, God himself cannot ixudiii^t ^ 
him morally happy, and that for the following reason : no beii^'^^ii 
but a holy one can enjoy heaven. No being can be'holy who 
is bound to the right by necessity : but that being who is bound; 
to the right by absolute power is bound to the right by^ ne^t^^ 
sity. This is a state or condition that has no relation taA ^g^jJ ^ 
or happiness. 
Q. 37. Can a woman forget her sucking child? 
A. In general we say no; but there are soipe /e: 
As Mr;^ Thomas has asked a scriptural question, we 
bikn a scriptural answer: {{either will God forget hi9 
40tm$SmA ohildllo for, << if^iey seek him he wHl ber 

will cast them off 
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Q. 38. Is the Creatop^ human syti^thy lees bendt^oimt 

ilian the creature ? 

A. No: but infinitely more iK>r yet as the mother will 
correct the child that strikes the breast it sucks, so God wiK 
correct the ungrateful and stubborn child that feeds on his 
bounty without a suitable return; nor will be cease that cor- 
Toction so long as it is needful. ^ffj^ 

Q. 39. If Grod would save all men, but oannot, kr he infinite 
-in power! * 

A. If God saw, in his wisdom, that man could not enjoy 
moral happiness without tiie power of choice, he therefore 
cannot take away that liberty and leave man in pos8es8i(»M>f 
happiness. It is true infinite power might reduce man to the 
mtuation of a necessary agent; but this would be to destisc^ 
the plan his wisdom devised, and render it impossible for 
beings, thus situated, to enjoy moral happiness. Necessary 
f)g^||P^^ve no relation to rational enjoyment. Theref(»*e, 
the reascm that infinite power cannot save |i|^obdurate sinner 
is, that it cannot act in opposition to infiii||i> wisdom. This 
would be to exert hia power to destroy the government his 
wisdom had planned. Therefore, if man is saved at all, he 
must be saved in a way that will not destroy his agency. 
Thus, ydu see, it is not for want of power in Deity, that sin- 
ners are not saved 

Q. 40. If God can save all men but will not, is he infinite 
in goodness? 

A. If God intends saving man by power -alone, without 
any regard to the principles of his government, will Mr. 
Thomas be good enough to tell us why it is not done at once? 
If God is both ready and willing to save man, pray when is it 
to be done ? Is it not plain that there is something in the way 
that prevents this from taking place, either on the par^jx||G|Qd 
or man? If it is on the part of Dejty then man neve^' 
l^red; forifGod ia not both rcntfy and wiyingii< 
r^Biffmy. he never will be, for God«]^||j|f^ge8. 
is always ready aild will 
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prevents it from taking effect but a mofal obstruction on 
the part of man. ; 

Q. 41. Do^s God desire the salvation of all men t 

A. Yes, on gospel principles ; but not on any other; name- 
ly, repentance toward God and faith in our Lord and Saviour 
Jesus Christ. 
^'-^. Q. 42f^§ilAa God is righteous, must not a desire for itmvep- 
sal salvation be a righteous desire? 

A. By all means, so long as that desire accords with saving 
sinners on gospel principles. 

Q. 43. Is it true, that the desire of the righteous shall be 
g^nted? . 

A. Yes, when the granting or accomplishing that desire 
^<;^s not clash with the^ principles of God's government j dr, 
when the granting that desire will be for the best. Did God 
desire that our first parents should refrain from eating, the 
forbidden fruit, or did he desire they should eat it; or llP'^e^ 
indifferent whet^lr they ate it or not? If he was indifieihnit 
about it, how CQK^he to make such a fuss about it, and to fxiill 
Adam out of the garden for doing it? If it was his desire tBatf^ - 
Adam .should sin, why did he entail all the miseries of this fiA^^'i 
on him and his unoffending ofifspring? Was it because Aidkei'^ 
had fulfilled the desire of his maker? Well, if the Almighty 
was really desirous that Adam should obey when he gavefiitii'^ 
a law to keep, was it an unrighteous desire that prevented its ^ ^ 
being granted? Again: the righteous inhabitants of Oai^. 
world desire the conversion of their children and neighbors, 
and the righteous inhabitants of heaven desire the repentance t , 
and amendment of those on earth. Are all these righteooa f 
desires always granted? Leaving the admirers of those qinss*^ . 
tioAS to settle the points above, We proceed: n. .t>^; 



Q. ^^44. Did CM design universal salvation when h^^el^^ 
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X 

lion of thfti bftppkieas ^cpeads uf»oa tho^ propf»r exereiBeef 
lifian^s active powers. ^^ This is lUe elernal, Hiat Uiey might 
know Thee the only true God and" Jesus Cluist whom Aou 
^0)3% sent.^^ John zvii, 3. If the knowledge of God^is essen- 
tial to the enjoym^t of eternal life, then an iniproveaient of 
the understWiing in the knowledge of divine thk%8 is the ^ 
only mediuB^ through which that knowledge is obtained. Do ^ 
men who live and die wicked obtain that knowledge? Paul 
puts Uie matter out of dispute^ by showing that although God 
made man for ^enjoyment of life eternal, through a knowi* 
edge of himself, yet there are those who << not liking to reti^|^^ 
€rod in their knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate 
mind.'' Soman i, 28. ^ 

Qv 45. Will Grod ca^rry his original design into execution? 

A. It was God's original design to place man in a state of 
liapi^pas, and afterwards to govern him on moral principles. 
This design he will certainly carry into efie€|^ Even a uni- 
versalist will acknowledge that God governs lo^nkind, in this 
world, on m<MTtl principles. How universalists found out, that 
he will alter the nafure of his government, in the next world, 
we know not: but we are persuaded that it never was the 
original design of the Almighty to save man, whether he died 
wicked or not. 

Q. 46. Can finite man frustrate the purposes of the Al- 
mighty? * 

A. Was it the purpose of God that mankind should sin? 
If it was, then God punishes mankind for fulfilling his purpose. 
If it was his purpose that man should not sin, then man has 
finistrated the puiposes of the Almighty. 

Q. 4% 1b every individual under an obligation to be thank* 
ful for hi^ existence ? 

A« Tes. Because God gave toman, ofhis own free anf 
laiflieiatedilxKinty, a happy exisU 

P^. 48. Will this obligation CM^Budlycontinuef 

les^ Because it will be etJHffibli thsiCtoiV^V^ 
l^kfc iM$ unmerited favor. 
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prodigul son under ftiiv less obligation to his father, after lu) 
spent his portion in notous living thim he was before? We 
speak as unto wise m^ii^udge ye. '^ 

Q. 49. Can any ^ne be thankful for that whicli *ontk^ 
whole is not a blessing? 

A. Tfie principle involved in this question is the same that 
Adam resorted to, as an excuse for eating the forbidden fruiti 
He says, 'Uhe woman thou gavest fo be with me, she gave me 
of the tree and I did ^at:^^ that is to say, the wife thou gavest 
me has not proved a blessing on the whole, therefore I have 
'^^teason to be thankful for the gift. Thus the querist would 

sinuate, that man is under no obligation to his Maker for the 
|ft of a happy existence, after he has thrown that happy 
existence from him. Matchless reasoning] worthy of the 
cause it is brought to support. 

Q. 50. If any one be rendered endlessly miserabfa|f -unll 
he still be uiKlef olbligation to thank God for existence. 

A. Had tl^ prodigal son remained in the far countrf^ 
filling his belly with husks, would he have remained under ai^ 
obligation to his father, for the portion of goods he spent uk ^: 
riotous living? Would nothing bring him under obligatioii^ -i 
but the exercise of unlimited power in bringing him backf .', 

This view supposes that Adam was under no obligatipii lo .. 
God, Hi placing him in paradise, after he had forfgiit^»ii^^ 
inheritftice there, and that the Almighty had to send, Jeinil 
Christ to bring him again under obligation. 

Q. 51. Would endless misery benefit the Almighty as 
inflictor? 

A. No: but divine justice inflicts punishment on 
sinners, to preserve universal right, and benefit the 
jects of his^gciBlintaiient. Something like hanging siH^^ 
murder, or ^^^^^<Bm mto the penitentiary durii 
%<Gt^ 52. Would endless jaisery benefit the saints: 
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teous penalties are intended, primarii|Q( ta secure the rights of 
society. The reformaticHi of the oiffenjcr will effectually 
accoihplish this purpose: hut wher^ ti^^^^ the penalty of 

the law must be inflicted, and the offender cut off from society, 
lor the double purpose of deterring others from the saw 
course, and to prevent the culprit from cbn^mitting depreoa^^ 
lions in future. It 'was for the reformation of mankind thai 
the gospel was instituted. He who rejects the gospel must 
remain unreformod and suffer all the consequences. 

Q, 53. Would endless mis^y benefit the sinner as tl» 
Bufferer? <^, 

A. Endless misery in the abstract cannot benefit the m 
▼idual who suffers; but we have no hesitation in saying t 
we believe the confinement connected with it will be of vae 
advantage to him, as he will be much less miserable than ho 
would^ake himself, were he suffered to run at large: but we 
must repeat it again, that murderers are no>|^n^hed to ben- 
efit themselves, so when sinners go bey^|jp the reach of 
reformation, they are punished for the benefit of*%)ciety at 
large. 

Q. 54. If endless punishment be the wages of sin could th« 
sinner ever receive payment in full ? 

A. Death is the wages of sin, the soul that sinneth it shall 
die. Now we suppose that if death is the wages of ssa, when 
the soul dies it receives its wages. The amount of tl|| wages 
is not graduated by the lapse of time, but by the enormity of 
the crimes committed. Again: if endless happiness is the 
reward of the righteous will they ever receive their reward in 
full! 

Q. 55. As man is a finite being can he con^it an infinite 

A. Ko. Not in the Hteral sense of the wdi^iilifinite. 
"» ^ Q. 58. If man cannot commit an infinite sin, can lie 

y deserve infinite punishment t v 
^rm^JJL He cannot. No man has 
"^^^ImHnrr hi^ punishment never 
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endlossy neverthelei^&^gh it never can be infinite << eUilif 
in degree or in dun|P^ not in degree^ because no craftMf^ 
has an infinite capaclilnjtf in duration, because th9 ct: 
of every croaturoTpLrWbeginaing ; and, tberefore* caiiikj 
re be €fnlarged into infinity, than a inan can be evJar^ll 
a 66d.'^' Jll^n's essay, page 293. . 
m. If o|^ sin be infinite can a million be an j mgrs^ 

A. No. i^^ * 

Q. 58. If one sin be not infinite canlr miUicm siofl mmmt 
to an infinite sin? * . * 

No. The addition of finite things never can amount t| 
ity. 

. 59. If sin be infinite can one sin be groaterr diaa 
nother? " 

A. No: one infinite cannot be greater than another: but: 
sin can never become infinite until man has an infinite h^ 
given him to kftop^ and an infinite capacity to keep, it ^i|i^ 
then should^e^lin his sins would be infinite, and of co 
deserve wfinit^ punishment. It is true, that sin and hoi 
being opposite in nature, may be said in a moral point 
to be at an infinite remove from each other: but *hi^ 
shows that holiness and happiness are antipodes of siii; 
misery. Nothing ever was or ever will be infinite but ^ln^| 
always was so. 

Q. tt^ If sin be infinite, can it be true that ^ wheie 
abound^ grace did much more abound ?" 
A. Nothing can abound beyond infinity. 
Q. 61. If sin be infinite can it ever be finished or 
to an end? 

uestions on infinity are prediciitelt 
ess punishment and infinit 
tenns^ which, i^t not 
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of crime can only he ascertained 

offence : hence one sin may deserve 

ten otj^ers of less enormity : heside 

the degree, of punishment that is s 

offence. This shows the futility of t 

predicated on the supposition that if punishnve; 

the guilt of all sinners must be exactly equal: 

must suffer more than an eternity of punish 

is, that if an individui^ unfits himself for his 

by the commission of a less offence, hi4|>unishment will bf 

less in proportion, though nevertheless, he may remai 

eternity unfitted for his Maker's service. 

Q. 63. Do you ardently desire the salvation of all men 

A. We do, on gospel principles. 

Q, 64. Is it true, that God *^ openeth his hand and satisfieth 
the desire of every living thing?" Psalms, cxlv, 16. 

A. Can it be possible, that men who profess, jp thorough 
an understanding of scripture, should ignoTai;Utl|Hrostitate a 
text intended for so very different a purpose, to suppli|^ a doc- 
trine to which it has no reference? Had the word desire in 
the text been rendered wants, as it ought to have been, no 
man, with half an ounce of common sense in his hedd, would 
ever have thought of applying it as above; but, even when we 
interpret it according to its genuine meaning, it does not hold 
good in all cases; for we see that notwithstanding GU, in 
Mb providence, has made this general provisicm to^Ktisfy 
the wants (or as Ihe text has it desires) of every living thing, 
yet we have numerous instances recorded in history of tH[>u- 
iakids perishing by famine. But waiving this correct method 
:ofj|et ting aside the inference, the querist has drawn from this 
|09^ let us see how far it will hold goo j| |jp M |ifcifegs on it. 

^d n<g^ur Lord desire, when' he wePP^^^^^Mrtem, thai 

jhomQ escape the damnation that a'vnQij^^li^V^ o' ^^ 

e' tearflihe was shedding? And iid God open his 

^Mkjtiafy Ifis desire ? We could multiply thousands f f 

^tai let this one suffice. 



.^c- 



'N 



1 



K; 




Ids 



HODERN UNIVEI^ALISM. 



Q. 65. Do yo 
A. Does Mr. 
feiad in a future 
does, he must 
is* necessarily Col 



^qfiently pray for the salvation of aU^meat 

believe that the salvation oi^imi^ 

uspended on prayer in this? If hf 

t a failure in the useo|f them^l^ 

y a failure in the end propo^d^ |f 






J||49#9 Aot, then we wish him to state distinctly wiukt he ^p 
', whiei^ he prays for the salvation of all Qien. £[# 
fly will not contend that he prays for the salvation of ajl 
men from miJiry in a future world, ^|t^ there is no naisei^ 
awaiting them ther|| Neither will he contend that he pfay$ 
^ the salvation of mankind from sin in a future world, becauM^ 
ankind are not subjected to misery in a future voiMt 
her are they subjected to sin ; for sin and misery are inpep* 

ably connected; nor will Mr. Thbmas contend that be prays 
for the salvation of all men from sin in this life^ as having an/ 
bearing whatever on their condition in futurity. Why th^ 
has Mr. Thomas asked the above c^^uestion? Was i^ fconi f, 
secret^, co^^^p^ that those who believe in endless iiii^i$g|^: 
were tip ^1';^ persons who could consistently pray that Ji^i 
men might be saved from it? Or did he propose this ques^0||: 
to make way for two or three of the following one^, ill i|C^;i^ 
of involving us in difficulty? _ -^v 

Q. 66. Do you pray in faith nothing doubting? 

A. Our Lord taught his disciples to pray <' thy kii^g4ii| 
com^thy will be done on earth, as it is in heaven.^^ JXH 
instnll^them to pray in faith, nothing doubting? If h^^ 
how does it happen that the will of the Lord is not doii%^ 
eailh, as it is in heaven? Thus you 'see the inferenQe 
querist wishes to draw from the Apostle's words, pray in 
nothing doubting, is contradicted by facts. "J^H; 
he wishes feo^ ^y jfe-^hat as it is a ^ty to pray fpi?^ 
tipn of ^Ip^j^f^^ pray in faith, v^otimg dpiih 
fore univi^^ ^lld^U^ is true. His je^aso] 
t^n^ : it is your du^ to pray fi>r the pfalvati<^ 
yoa must pmy in f^ ^eymg aU m*^:^ 
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liftlvadon of t&e world uponthe use of ngjins, that of prayer 
particularty. If all men would pray iffl|p|p all men would be 
daved^ but the very circumstance dj^mfe salvation bein^ 
suisp^nded on the use of means slMm^^SK jke doctrine of 
the universal salvation of all men, whether the||p6e the means^ 
or not, cannot be true. As prayer is a geneml duty, an 
means for the accomplishment of certain <ii^, where thit 
n>eans fail the end fails also. As an evidence of the truth of 
thisj We will again refer to the petition in our Lord's prayer 
** thy will be done on earth, as it is in hdPiren." Now it will 
not be denied that this is a general outy, incumbent on ev 
son and daughter of Adam. Neither will it be denied t 
thousands pray for it. Why then is not the will of God do! 
on earth, as it is Heaven ? Do all these pray without faith 
Again; it will not be denied that if all would pray in faith, as 
some do, thy kingdom come, thy wijl be done, etc., that this 
desirable event would take place. Thus i s it jtt r espect to 
salvation; if all would pray in faith all woul djgH Eted. This 
goes to show the nature and design of prayer: iris n#t inten- 
ded to change the Deity and dispose, him to do something he 
Was not disposed to do without prayer. Its nature is to change 
the man himself, and its design is to prepare him for the 
reception c^ the' expected blessing, or to qualify him to dis^ 
charge the functions for which he needed the qualification. 
The cfrcumstance of a few discharging this, that is the agperat 
duty of all, however it may be done in faith, nothing dIKting, 
will answer the iend for none biit themselves. 

Q. 67. Are you aware that whatsoever is not of faitlTis 
flitt? 

A. Yfes. Scripture says fo, and we believe it. If wo 
pmy fo? any thing we know cannot cdlae |qn j)^s, we pray 
wi^out ^^: if we pray for what we know G^l^&nds to do, 
ter wi pray or not, we mock God: butif%e p$ay for any 
tliie aeeo^^shmetitof which is possible, and at the same 
with the wiH of God, though that filing shou^^ 
to p«^ it would not be % fiitjhktt^ ^'t«:9$s| \ 
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respects oursel veBy^or<destitute of its ^ood effect upon us. M 
it would, then our ™ ri|p i! ught hk disciples to offer up faithlees' 
prayers, <^ thy will ^^Jme on earth as it is in heaven,'^ unless 
some rare genius '|||^p|Btrove what a writer in the New Yoric 
Christian Mowig^r ana Philadelphia Uhiversalist ^says is 
liue; namely ^mat the commission of sin is doing the will of 
God. Vol* 4, No.€3, Art. Original Creation of Man. Nay, if uni- 
versalism is true^our Lord once offered up a faithless prayer. 
We prove this by two articles of their cjreed : first, they say 
man never did inc|p endless punishment in a future world. 
then, when pur LoM said ^^ father, forgive them,^' that 
er had no reference to a future state. This being th^ 
his prayer must have referred to the judgments of Gcod 

t they were incurring in this life : if so the Almighty did 
ot forgive the Jews at our Lord's intercession. Secojjidly^ 
universalistadeny in toto the doctrine of forgiveness. See Mr- 
Spear On the Intellectual and Moral Power of UniversalissKi, : 
already quote%||^(This periodical is edite4 in part by the 
author o^ these Questions.) On the sixth column he uses ibis . 
language; ^^ We are the only sect that holds to the absdlut»; 
certainty of punishment. Herein lies the moral power of ijiu-/,' 
versalism; it provides no way for the sinner to escape.^' If 
this is true, our Lord not only prayed without laith, but prayed 
against faith ; prayed for that to take place which he bfnap 
never jgould, and which, according to Mr. Spear's view, neirii 
was nKided should take place, even though his perseqi^ttc^Pl^ 
should repent ; for although <^ universalism urges to repen 
it ifi^ot to avoid the punishment, but to prevent a 
of the offence." Query; Can a man repeat an offence aftqfl 
he has been hung for it? Take care Mr. Thomas, iKip ym 
try to catch us between the horns of a dilemma you mi^iflk^l^ 
hooked on a h<xttk yourself ' ^iclf^y ^^ 

Q. 68. Would God require us to pray for all 
in faith, unleiis he intends all men shall be savedl 

A. if JDei^ as oauch intends the eternal aeAm 
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of our earth, to the end'df time, Would it not be as ridiculous 
to enjoin it upon us to pray for the ^ii^as the other? Did our 
Lord require his followers to pray ^at tl^e will of God should 
be done oa earth, as it is d<me in ^ayein, unless he intended 
it should be so? You do not suppose our Lotd bade them pray 
without faith. 

Q. 69. Ifyou believe endless misery to be the truth o|| 
God, why should you desire and pray that it may prove false? 

A. Solomon says, "answer a fool according to his folly, 
lest he should be wise in his own conceit." Proverbs xxvi, 6. 
Mr. Thomas, will pardon us for flying it, for once. Do you, 
Mr. Thomas, believe that starvation is the truth of G< 
in other words, that men will starve to death, if they 
from eating? Ifyou do, why do you eat, to present this 
from coming to pass ? See the following illus^tion : 

A man who is about to cross the ocean with his family prays 
for preservation on his passage. A neighbor, famed for his 
wisdom, addrqpses him thus:- " Do you bejieve drowning in 
the sea to be the truth of .jgrod ? If you do, why do you pray 
that it may prove false?" Now we suppose the man of com- 
mon sense to reply, " I believe there is a possibility of being 
lost: therefore I pray for preservation." Mankind are all 
crossing thfe ocean of life ; no man need be lost,, and although 
the declaration " he that believeth shall be saved and he that 
believeth not shall be damned," are equally the tru^ of Go^^; 
or, in other words, although the fulfilment of Go4pmirqHp- 
ings is just as true as the fulfiiment of his promises, yet ooth 
depend on the use or neglect of the means. In our ||irn we 
ask Mr. Thomas what he prays for? Does he believe the 
doctrine of the endless misery of the wicked to be false ? 
Then he certainly does not pray that it may prove false. 

Q. 70. Can the pleasure of the Almighty be contrary to 
j4 f-bfe determined will ? 
% A. No. God's will and pleasure never contradict each other. 

Q. 71. Would the infliction of endless misery afford pleas> 
to the Deity? 
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A. Does the chastisement ija^eted by a kind father cmi a 
refractory child afford any pleasure to the parent, or doev 
consigning victims to me [gallows or the penitentiary aflbri 
any pleasure to stat€^|iip|Q|*itie8? Are not both these instan- 
ces of severity the' iiimction of a less to prevent a greater 
evil? 

Q. 72. Can God be glorified by that which gives him no 
pleasure? 

A, Does God take pleasure in punishing wicked men and 
nations? Is not the, purity of his nature and govermnes^ 
thereby manifested? and hm it not a tendency to regulate the I 
irs of the moral world? Even universalians w3l ^ 
that it was just for God to punish the Jews for th^ff ' 

, Lodness. If so, was not God glorified in this |ust act of 
administrifeipn? Did God take pleasure in their destnio- 'i 
tion? If he did, why did Christ weep on account of it? * j 

Q. 73. As Jesuagtasted death for every man, can it be tfuf | 
that the pleasure of the Lord shall prosper in ^s hands ifpai^ 
is never saved? ** t' 

A. It is necessary for us to know what i& meant by tfrfT 
pleasure of the Lord, in the text alluded to, viz; Isaiah liii^ 10:^ 
Is it God's pleasure to save men whether they are right^oi|i ^' 
or wicked at death? If that is what universalians say is meiual 
in the text, we beg leave to differ with them, and would miieh 
rather believe, that it referred to what he was to accomplish. * 
i^e iftje stone that was cut out of the mountain, withe^i*-^ ' 
fs, which was levelled at the feet of the great pdiiliealty 
image, the foundation upon which the civil and ecclesiasti^f^'" '< 
despotisms of our world were erected, namely, the igomeMSf ^ 
and degradation of Adam's children, and as Christ, the^i^ ia^'^. 
righteousness rolls on through the moral firmament, sprQttdlQK*^^ \ 
light around, and thus prospering the pleasure of the j&ig|^i|[^ 
the moral and political emancipation of oi|r worl(|, ijqt * ' 
shall the pleasure of the Lord prosper in hiB hands, until 
ny end 4cu^|^|^ arc done a^vay, and the^jr^y^rnmenl^j 
world B H ^ E^^ ihe principles of the Christii^ 
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One remark more, while dii tMs subject : it is said in the 
context, that Christ <^saw of the ttiavail of his soul and was 
satisfied;^' but universalists and Cal^inists both say, that all 
that Christ died for are included in the language of this text; 
or it could not be said with truth that Christ was satisfied in 
respect to the travail of his soul. If it respected the num- 
ber he died for he was satisfied, it is evident from the Ian-* 
gua^e of the text he was satisfied with apart; for the inspired 
writer does not say that he shall see all the travail of his soul ; 
but he shall see of the travail of his soul. The preposition 'o/*' 
stands for a part, pot for the whole'; and it is evident that^the 
term satisfied, in the text, relates to the travail (work) he 
accomplished for the salvation of the world, not the num 
saved by that work. Conscious that he had done every t 
. that could be done to save man on the principles of moral 
agency, he was satisfied. If he had left any thing undone on 
his part, and any of the human race had been lost, as a conse- 
quence, he could not have been satisfied; bttt seeing that an 
ample provision had been made for man^s recovery, if any of 
the family of Adam should perversely throw it from them, the 
Baediator's throne must forever stand clear. 

Q. 74. If God declares the end from the beginning, can 
the final destiny of mankind be contrary to his will? 

A. If by declaring the end firom the beginning, it be meant 
that the final destiny of man is absolutely fixed, eitlj^ l 4h lbe 
decree or foreknowledge of God, we believe no amch mtkf* 
We believe that God decrees nothing that is not right. We 
believe that God, fT(Hn the rectitude of his unchangeable nature, 
has decreed that he who complies with the requisitions of the 
gospel, according to the light he has, shall be happy, and he 
who will not thus comply shall be miserable ; and thus the 
final destiny of mankind will depend upon the good or bad use 
^ ikl|0y make of the manifold grace of God. 
^^t^. 75. C^ endless punishment be broug^about, contra- 
tajtt^ good' pleasure of the Almighty? 
f^CM haUi distinctly declared that ke 
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in the death of the wicked. Ezekiel xxxiii, 11. Thai the 
death of the wicked m^y take place contrary to the pleasure 
of God 9 is evident fromjthc circumstanoe of the Alanghty''^ 
expostulating wiih them to turn, lest they should die. If it 
was impossible for tho children of Israel to die, contrary tQ 
Ck>d^s pleasure, there was much wisdom manifested in expoeh 
tulations to prevent their doing what they could not do! 
Should Mr. Thomas feel disposed to diny that it was eternal 
death that was meant in the text, we would be glad to hear 
him tell what death was meant. He surely would not say 
it was the death of the body; that they could not escape by 
twniing, neither could it have been spiritual death (for they 
# aj^re spiritually dead already; for " to be carnally minded,^^ 
mfya Paul, ^< is death^') in any other sense than Uie consum- 
mation and perpetuation of that death to eternity. 

Q. 76. Can God will any thing contrary to his knowledge? 
(We suppose the question means his foreknowledge.) 

A. God forelmows whatever cpmes to pass; does he wiU 
whatever comes to pass? If he does, then whatever is dQii% 
is done according to the will of God : but murder, robbery, ao^ -^ 
theft, are sometimes committed. Does God will those^a^ 
too? If this is the case, then God punishes some men for doiog 
his will and rewards others. ^^ 

Q, 77. Did God know, when he created man, that a pail 
o(j|| (y^atures would be endlessly miserable? 

^M, who knows all things, knew when he created 
he could abuse his agency, and that some would doij^ 
and render themselves endlessly miserable. ,^ij 

Q. 78. If God, when he created, did not know the restite^^ ul 
creatio%is he infinite in knowledge? , _ > r*;*^ * I 

A. God knew when he created, the result^f.crd^tnpffc^'^^: 

Q. 79, Power is the ability to dk>| is luK^dedgi 
ability to know? KJ 

A. God's foreknowledge undoubtedly has m 
iiite ^&§9enmm^ ii^h is an etanul aUfibiptil 
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to solve. Did the Almighty determine from eternity to make 
our worlds or can it be said to be a purpose that existed in the 
divine mind from eternity? It is evident, that God, in all the 
fullness and perfection of his attributes, existed from eternity:, . 
it is equally evident that he might, in all his fullness and per- 1* 
fection, have existed eternally, without creating our world, or 
any other. We now ask, in our turn, had this been the case^ 
would Deity have knciyn any of those events, the existence of 
which depended on creation? It is evident that God existed ; 
prior to any thing else. If so, he existed prior to his deter- 
mination to make th.e world. This position must also be evi- 
dent, or the following one must be admited; namely, that God's 
purposes and determinations are not acts of the divine mind, 
but attributes that exist as necessarily as God exists. If this 
be a correct position, will not the following be correct also? 
namely, that as Deity existed from eternity, with those pur- 
poses and determinations, as attributes "of himself, might he 
not have continued to eternity, without making our world^lf 
you say no, you make his acts as necessary as his existenccj 
and at once divest created intelligences of any cause of grat- " 
itude for a happy existence : for if the act of Deity t^lat ^ave 
us existence was as necessary as the existence ^f Deity .Aim- 
self, then the creation of all things couldiip more hav^ been , 
suspended than Deity himself could cease to be. If yo^say ' 
yes, then you admit that purposes and determinatioi^^ tcNp^ a 
thing may exist in a mind that never changes without ^|g| 
being accomplished. 

That Deity, with all the attributes of his infinite mmd exii^ 
ted from eternity, is supported by the clear evidence of reason 
and revelation; but to say that the acts or decisions of the 
divine mind existed from eternity, is to say that those acts 
existed as necessarily as the power that produced them; and 
also that Deity cannot do as he pleases. If he cannot, then 
inan minlt'll^lllaeed in the same situation; for it cannot t!p 
^^llfipQse^ &^ araind with powei^d^xl^latd 

|p|i^kN»»|H^<Mi did infinite mind, whence ha dei^^i^^e^ ^ 
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ifltenco, possessed no such power. If so, we ask, have the acta 
of such a mind any relation to moral good or evil ? We answer ^ 
no : For that mind which has no control over its own opera^ 
1^ ;«tions has no choice, and where there is no choice there is no 
accountability. Were we lo adopt such a view, we would not 
stop at universalism ; — wc would embrace fatalism at once; 
but>wo should dread living under the^ dominion of infinite 
power, where there was no attribute by;^which it could be reg* 
ulatcd. 

The only l$j|itimatc conclusion to which reason conducts m^ 
consii^edt w^th revelation, is, that as God might have contin* 
ued from eternity to eternity, without accomplishing any part * 
of creation, so he would have necessarily remained without 
knowing any of those events, the existence of which was ' 
suspended on creation; for it will be admitted on all hand% ' 
that cvctf an infinite mind cannot know what never will be. 

Frora.ihe foregoing reasons it is evident that the purposes « 
^rminations of Deity, in reference to creation, as acta ' 





not attributes of the divine mind ; could not have existed 
^^^.^ eternity. If so there was a time when those acts took i 
j[)lace. ^etw, if those acts, and the creation dependent upon '| 
thcirr cocli^^lk^ve been suspended to eternity, so also that 
knowledge of tliqp^ events, which was the consequence of ^ 
tho|^cts, could hqiVQr been suspended to eternity ; and conse^ , 
qvmmy Peity could have known notliing about them. Does /^ 
JllHliis go to show that until Deity had determined to make 4 
tac world he knew nothing about those events that were the^ : 
GOnseqffcnce of that determination. 

The only remaining objection to the foregoing arguments 
stands as follows: did not the Almighty know from^toxlfity^ 
that at some period of future duration he would de^pjloiiie.ta^' 
make the world? To which we reply; if he 
edge bound him to make that determination, 
did then Deity was bound from eternity^ not oi 
but also to carry that determination into efiecb; 
ifUS the effect of necessity, not choice: if it 
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nfmiation could have been sii^pended to eternity, toge^ther with 
the creation consequent upon it. This goes to show that afl 
power is the ability to do, so knowledge is simply the ability 
to know. What reason have we to believe that the attribute 
of knowledge was called into exercise pript to creation any "^ 
more than wisdom, power, or goodness ? It is evident that 
creation had a begihning,^at a definite period of past duration, .^ 
beyond which lies an unfathomable eternity? Now that 
Almighty being who suspended the operations of his power, j^' 
wisdom, and goodness, through an eternity if^j^h i& past;' 
could have suspended those operations through Si^teAiify to 
come. If so, the knowledge of all those^ftents that depended 
on creation would necessarily have beeiwrospended also. Now 
does not this show that the operations of his knowledge are 
entirely dependant on the operations of those other attributes; 
and that, until his goodness moved Jiim to the work of creation, 
all his other attributes remained quiescent in the divine mind, 
for want of an object upon which to expand themselves ? 

Q. 80. If God knew, when he created man, that some 
would be eternally wretched, did he not will this to be their 
doom? » 1 

A. Here is the doctrine of old schoorjCalvinism, again 
introduced, stalking along on its favorite hobby, God's fore- 
knowledge. Let us retort this question : If God knew, 
he created Adam, that he would sin and involve himseli 
his posterity in a lost condition, did he not will this to be tl 
doom? Mr. Thomas says he did, and has published it as a trutl 
in the face of a christian community. See an article %l thoiir 
N. Y. Christian Messenger and Phila. Universalis t, entitled 
Original Creation of Man, His language is. " All will 
admit that it was in the power of God -to have prevented sin if 
bad chosen so to do: but he did not prevent it: therefor^^ 

was hiis ^ili it should be. If any thing is done against th« 
fl^l of God what providence or omnipotence does it leav^ 
l^r' .N(xw this is the gentleman who is striving^ by t]M» 
'"^e question^ to fiusten on us the charge of impo^jfijn^ ^ 
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eXcelloncy of (lifrdivine eharacter. It is no wonder he exp^if 
t^an to getclear of punishment in a future world, when hi ' 
<Jf)es not believe that he deserves any in this. 

Q. 81. If God willed the endless misery of any part offcai 
cteatyffes, why is it said he will have all men to be saved! 
1 Timothy, ii, 4. 

A. God never willed the punishment df any part of hi| 
creatures on any other principle than those on which a goo4'' 
father wills the punishment of a disobedient child, or those oil 
which a gd(>d governor wills the punis^hment of adangeroei 
subject. ]^bes not a good father will that all his chiidrei^ 
and a good govern(^hat all his subjects, should be obedient t 
Certainly. Well tMi, if those different acts of the will efff 
gOod father or governor are not at war with each other, by 
what rule in criticism or divinity can you make those di^Terent 
acts of the Almighty's will to clash? to vrit. that act of Ml: 
will that has for its object the best interest of his creaturei^ 
and that act of his will that consigns them to suffer the jilBl 
demerit of their crimes ? ^; 

Again. Let any man of sound critical acumen examine 

above quoted tex^ from Timothy, together with the conlext^^ 

and he will then |be, that instead of there being any evidencdii 

of God absolutely wilKng the eternal salvation of all mma^ 

le is ample testimony to the contrary* Paul exhc^cil 

>thy to pray for kings and all that are in authority. Eof, 

Ts, says he, is good and acceptable in the sight of Go4, 
ill have all men to be saved. Did Paul believe that €te4|i 
i|bad jKolu^ly willed all men to be saved; and did he waal 
Timothy to pray to God to make that absolute determination^ 
stronger? Not so: Paul was too sound a divine to commil^, 
finch a solecism; but knowing that the salvation of all men wai 
mispended upon the use of the means of grace^^he put Tim 
upon using the means so that the end might be.att&liidii*. 

Q. 82. If the scripture should testify that Godwtt 
nil mea^o be damned, could we safely infer that 
bn sailed f 
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A. God never absolutely and unconditionally ^wf^led eithisr 
the salvation or damnation of a single sinner of Adam's raco| 
much less all men. 

Q. 83. As the scriptures testify that God will have all men 
to be saved can we safely infer that a part may be danu||d. 

A. It has been shown above, that the scripture alluded to 
in this question, has no reference to the absolute and uncondi- ^^ 
tional salvation of man. That God wills the salvation of all^ 
men, on gospel principles, is readily admitted. We have been 
studying, for some time, to see how universalisy|p^M»l|f thit 
text, in Timothy. We find that they apply ev^^pS^^lhat 
speaks of the damnation of the wicked to the preseiirWorld, 
and say, that it refers to some calamity or judgment about to 
be inflicted on the wicked in this life, and deny any damnation 
in fiiture : at the same time, if there is a solitary text that has 
the least allusion to the salvation of all men, it is greedily 
caught at, and construed to mean an absolute and eternal sal- 
vation for all the human family. Shall we be permittfBd to ask 
what salvation it is, according to the universalian spil^^jxtet 
that is spoken of in those passages. 

JThaX iti&not^^a|vawOfiHff6 m futur e tnisery is^ evideM^fey 
they say there is no future misery to be saved from. Neither 
is it from the consequences of sinning in this life : for Mr. 
Spear says, " universalism provides no way for the sinne 
escape,'' this being the case, there is but one other partic 
from which men can be saved, in a moral point of view : a 
that is actual sinning. Now universalians do not pretend th 
all men are saved from sinning in this life. WV^UilH ba.^ 
glad if Mr. Thomas would enlighten us for we are really in 
the dark on this subject. 

Q. 84^. If God made an endless hell before he created man 
d^ he know there would be use for it? 
'.WA. " Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting fire, pre- 
fer the devil and his angels." Matth. xxv, 41 . The idea 






^Ck)d mjaking an endless hell is novel : I think M^^|||om^ 
^ve l»een tbe^ventor. Suppose Deity has ^i?^^|QjsQd 9|^ 
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place for the confinemesit of devils and wicked m^, and 
'it wa6 prepared for the devil and his angels before m&m 
-created: are we to infer from this that God is somehow>#' 
blame ? Mr. Thomas seems to suppose that if there is an oidh 
less ^1, Deity must have first made it, and then made sinitlli 
to put into it. He cannot, for his life, keep from lia^edht 
about the precincts of Calvinism. If any thing takes ^pmot. 
in time, God willed it from eternity. Now, to give ourviM?; 
on the subject, we would say, that the Almighty, like a foai 
governor prepared a penitentiary to confine inconigAI^ 
sinners in, during life, to keep them from doing mischief, fela^ 
to the interest of society. Who is the original cause of A0 
erection of this penitentiary; the governor or the calprit% 
We will leave Mr. Thomas and our readers to ^ecide this. 

Q. 85. If Gt)d knew there would be use for an endless 
must he not have created some men for endless misery? 
A. This question, to have any force in it, must be cli 
with the following consequences : If God knew there woi 
use for the forbidden fruit, must he not have made A< 
eat it? If God knew there would be use for a flood imiflt; 
r^A have madG the eld v/orW to be drowned in it?, 
knew there would be use for ropes must he not have 
some men to be hung?* In a word if God knew there W< 

be. wickedness committed in o© world, must he not have 
n to comfnit it? Now, is it not as plain as the nose 
an^s face, that the Almighty never could have seen eiti 

kin or its consequences, if he had never made man? If 
^JbreMHflS'™^ consequences resulting from crime is 
5^idence that he made man to endure that c<msequence,^ 
"^not his foreseeing the crime itself just as good evidence" 

prove that he^ai^udf noan to commit the crime? 

Q. 86. If God madd an endless hell was it inclodii 

woiks he pronounced "very good.'' Genesis i, 31, n-^r 

A A. Ifthe querist by the term heU means 
j|Dn8ef|uei)^ of su^ man makes his own heBt W. 
;i|Jace (tf#oiifin<mRi^ prepared for thi 
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ii^e. will leave it for the gentleman himself to determini^: 
Hdiether a penitentiary, provided by a wise and good governor 
to put incorrigible sinners in, b6 a good provision in govern- 
ment or not. ^ 

Q. 87. If there be an endless hell, and it was not made 
before the creation of man, when was it made ? 

A. It was prepared for the devil and hia angels. They 
appear to have sinned before man's existence 

Qi 88. If there he a personal devil who made him^ . 
A. If Mr. Thomas will let us know who was the first i»nner, 
w« wilt pledge ourselves to tell him who, in our opinion, mad« 
the devil. • 

Q. 89. Can there be any such thing as sin in heaven. 
Q. 90. If |||ere ever was sin in heaven, may not sin bo 
|committed there again? 

A. We answer both these questions together, by observing^- 
•that sin may be committed any where, within the limits of 
God's moral government. Wherever there is a government 
Oiare is a ruler, and a subject to be ruled. That the holy 
^angels who dwell in the presence of God, may sin, is evident 
'^sGOk one consideration: they are called holy angels. If they 
fure necessary agents they have no relation either to holiness 
or unhc^iness. As to the idea that if sin has ever been con^ 
^SDitted in heaven, it may be committed there again, we ob^ 
^erve, that the abstract possibility of sinning in heaven cannot 
be denied, without supposing that man's love and obedience, 
'when he gets to heaven, will become the efiect 
L and not of choice. If this should take place, all 
b^tion would cease to exist between man and his Maker, and • 
Uhis whole conduct would cease to have any t hm g praise wor- 
or blameworthy in it. In a word, 1;j^|fliiiMd be an end 
:e to all that sublime and angelic enjoyment which i« 
result of a voluntary submission to the principles of moral - 
Af^rmen have loved and served God amidst the temp.-Tji: 
and hindraij^e^f this world, wi]||P be so diiffi^j^lpV^ 
l4o Beis^flgCbfil Hbe o^xt, w1i«t« |^«si^N3fl^ ^^ci^^a^ " 
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;%4rances are all taken away? Will the Almighty have to tiihi 
men into mill wheels or some other description of machinery, 
in order to secure their obedience in future? But, it may bn 
ohje^dy would it not damp the enjoyments of happy spirits, 
to think there was a possibility of sinning in heaven? 1V> 
which we reply, were ever any persons^ enjoyments damped 
from the consideration that it was possible for them to thrust 
their hands or feet into the fire and get them burnt? if not, 
neither will the enjoyments of the happy beings in heaven bo 
damped though they will have just as much liberty, and ai 
much inducement to sin there, as a man ip his sound sensei 
has here to put his hand or foot in the fire. 

Q. 91. If an angel of light became a devil, was not Paul 
tn error when he said -^^ Satan is transformed(||||to an angel of^ 
light." 

A. If there is a personal devil he became such by sin; and 
as we read of fallen angels, and of angels that kept not their 
first estate, and of the devil and his angels, if there is no 
such personal being who was it Paul alluded to, when he said 
** Satan is transformed into an angel of light.'' It could not h% 
a person among those he was speaking of, who had borrowed] 
the garb of religion to act the hypocrite under. He was just, 
speaking of such, calling them false apostles, deceitful worker8,j 
transforming themselves into the apostles of Christ ; and theilj 
observes, that it was no marvel that they had done it, 
Batan himself was transformed into an angel of light: Thei 
forar tti[|||||i great matter, if his ministers also be transfomM 
as leisters of righteousness. 

But who was this Satan himself, and who were those 
ministers? ^aul says the latter were false apostles, 
were under nte'^gfipiy)f ministers, trying to pass thems< 
off for ministers of righteousness. But who this pei 
was whom Paul distinguishes from his ministers, and 
, transformed himself into an angel of light, we must |^ 
^ Thomas to decidll ^ 'W^ 

LetBuppme, for%« eake of meetfl|[ t}ys^qtie«i 
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die faooy that aa angel of light had by stnaiDg become' a 
how did Paul err, in saying this devil had transformed hii 
into an angel of li^t? Mr. Thomas cannot suppose that the 
apostle meant, that Satan had left his devilism behind him, 
and had in reality again become an angel of light? Ad Paul 
mean that Satan^s ministers had really become ministers of 
Jesus; or were they such only in appearance and profession! 
If the latter, then the point of comparison is, that those mini»> 
ters were only following the example of their great prototype* 
Hey in order to deceive mankind more effectually, borrows 
his ancient garb, and under it deceives the nations. 
Wherein then is the apostle^s error! 
Q. 92. As sin presupposes temptation of some sort, who 
tempted a \0y angel to sin? 
f A. It only concerns us to know the fact that holy angeb 
fell from their first estate ; with the manner or cause we have 
nothing to do. That they were free agents and sinned by 
departing from duty is evident; but what the temptation was 
has not been revealed. 

Q. 9SL If an angel sinned without a devil to tempt him 
may we not sin without a devil to tempt us? 
^ A, Yes; afid sin too often from being influenced *to it by 
our own wicked lusts. 

Q. 94. If a holy angel was tempted to sin by surrounding 
^ evil is heaven a holy place? 

A. This is another of Mr. Thomas' new coined ideas. 
Who ever said that surrounding evil tempted ther^gi^els to sin 
in heaven? Is it to be supposed that sin is nevei^ eothfidtted 
. i-ottly when surrounding evil prompts to it? Do not men oftener , 
* ' m by abusing the good things of God than they do by being 
* f i&iuenced to it by surrounding evil ? And is not another faot 
i;. J[^iun, that where surrounding evil prevails, as an incentive to 
1^^, man has throwl» i1^ around himself by the magic influence 
i^fji^lilll^ Irice, and has thus increased the difficulty of abstaining 
It ? That thei)€yS' ample testimony imscripture of j ^' ^ 
of beings besd^ man, that h&vQ^f&il^\x^\xv ^ 
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^gj^titude, there can be no doubt. The cause of their declei^ 
Mon is not revealed ,* but the fact is. For us to dispute thii' 
fact because we cannot account for the cause, in an argumex^ 
savouring less of sound reason than want of good sense. J . 

Q. 95. If an angel was tempted by evil passions could h<| 
haye been holy ? 

A. A writer in the New York Chris tiaii Messenger an* 
Philadelphia Universalist says, our mother Eve was tempted 
by her sinful nature, which we suppose to be the same as Mr* 
Thomas' evil passions. Moses and Paul unite their testinK>nj 
in proof that she was holy. The one says she was createdid 
the image of God; the other says that image is righteousness 
iand true holiness. Now, if holy Eve could be, tempted by 
evil passions why might not a holy angel be tenured by evil 
passions too? 

Q. 96. If an angel became a devil by sinning, was Adam^ 
the original sin? s 

A. Adam's sin was the original sin of the human race. ,♦ 

Q. 97. If Adam became mortal (that is subject to deathj^r^ 
by sinning must he not haye been created immortal? 

A. Yes. A mortal being could not become mortal by 
Cling, for the best of reasons; he was mortal before he sini 

Q. 98. If Adam had been created immortal could he ^inssli 
•have died? 

A. Let us ask, in our turn, If Adam had never died-woidti 
he not have remaiued immortal? But this is only retortiiig;j 
the question, without removing the difficulty supposed to-'tM|| 
involved in it. That death is a consequence of sin is too^i 
dent, from scripture, to admit of a doubt. The Almighty 
phatically declared to Adam, " In the day thou eateal tiie 
thou shalt surely die." Adam became spiritually dead |^ 
.and, after he had eaten, the sentence was passed ^ 
bodji ^Must thou art and unto dust thou shalt retuii^J^^ 

llie next point to be established is, that the 
^#hiclLJs restored to , man at the resurrectic^ is T^bE|%^ 
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The scriptures say, Christ came te destroy the work of th^ 
devil, but give no intimation that he came to enlarge tm 
work of God. That Christ came to do away the consequen- 
ces of Adam's fall, in reference to the body, is evident: fop 
Paul says expressly, '^as in Adam all die so in Christ shall all 
be made alive." 1 Cor, xv, 22. Where is the shade of evi- 
dence here that any thing more was restored by Christ than 
was lost by Adam? 

But this question seems to suppose that it is impossible fot 
an immortal being to become mortal. Universalists, on this 
subject, and Calvinists, on the subject of eternal life, enjoy a 
similarity of views. Says the inspired apostle, " he that be- 
lie veth on the Son hath everlasting life." John, iii, 36. The 
Calvfnist sa^B, if it is everlasting, man can never lose it. Uni- 
versalists say, an immortal being can never become mortaL 
Let us test the strength of these two positions. We grant that 
immortality and eternal life, as attributes of Deity, must for- 
ever remain unchanged, but the transcript of these perfections, 
as part of the image of God, in which man was created, werQ 
forfeited by transgression : and it required no less than the 
interposition of the Son of God to restore them. Though end- 
less in their nature, -and tliough they were the highest gift for 
the enjoyment of which man's moral nature was made capable, 
yet the perpetuation of these inestimable blessings were sus- 
pended upon the condition of obedience, ^^ for in the day thou 
eatest thereof thou shalt surely die," says the Deity. 

Q. 99. If Adam sinned without inheriting total depravity, 
why should inborn^ depravity be assigned as the cause of our 
tins? 

i A. There- is not a shade of evidence, in any part of God's 

creation, that there was any depravity in Adam prior to his 

'filming; but all the e^dence the nature of the case demands 

v«^ prove just the contrary. The inspired writer, who gives us 

tilpe hist<|>ry of man's origin, says, that God made man in hii 

lw|rn image, and Sdul says that image is rigbteou^Aess and 

^iDitlidiness. bisaiswer to the latter clau.%Q)^^ ^i^HI^'^^ 
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die eondttion of man since the fall? The inspired writer tdls i 
oi fliat God made maxi upright. Hear the langaa|fe c^Datid I 
in respect to maa^s moral condition; ^^ The Lord looked dowll 1 
from heaven upon the diildren of men, to see if there Was mf 
that did good;^' ^^n the result of the divine inspection wa^ 
^^no not one.'' Hoar the description Paul gives of humaa de^ 
pravity; << Now the works of the flesh are manifest; ffiAA ,j 
are these: Adultery, fornication, uncleanness, lasciviousness^ 1 
idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, strife, ] 
•edUtions, heresies, cnvyingp, murders, drunkenness, rev^ 
lings, and such like.'' Are these tiie traits of God^s mocal ; 
image, in which he created man? \ 

Thus we see the difference between Adam and ourselves. 
We, to live right and do right, have iteed of a Sapoor. J^dmik^ ] 
before he fell, needed none. « I 

Q. 100. Would there be any more imprc^riety m unpiMi» 
ing my sins 1o Adam than in imputing his sins to me? ~ 

A. If by imputation a transfer of guilt be intended, we aaj^ I 
no: hut if not/hing more be meant than those consequences nfj 
Adam's transgression to which his offspring are native hei% | 
we say yes. When Adam by sinning tainted his soul: mA I 
sin, he tainted alt his offspring. To impote or account 8ii]£d«> I 
oess to him and his posterity was perfectly right becauso^bi^ :] 
were sinful. j 

t}. 101. If men are totally dopraved by nature, m^M 0($ J 
children be also? ^ .y^ 

A. Christ has raised man from- this state of total depi^ify i 
to a «tate of initial salvation. Paul sayls,^' as by Hba -eS^i^lM 
of one judgment came upon all men to condemnati<Hi , ev IiE i j^ 
by the righteousness of one thflfilree gift r nmri liprtlfi aB Ijlil^w 
unto 'justification of life." SfCNBansv, 18. '-^"^^^ 

"Q. 102. If children bo totalfy depriived is it tti^ lllri^^||i| 
«Qeh «a the kingdom of heaven! "^^ ^^^1| 

A. t>ur Lord undoubtedly meant, tliiit ^>M)»lft^l|e-|lM9 
^igw^tyffl^ entitled to admktance into the leiiigteiBi^lll^^ 
8, ^ except % main be bom "B^Bfid^lMyHKi^^ 




-(fc. 








-¥>.?:^ 



MODERN UNIVERSALISM- aW 

kingdom of God.'* John iii, 3. Again: «* Except ye be con- 
rerted and become as little children, ye shall not enter into 
the kingdom of heaven." Mat. xviii, 3. Little children are 
not guilty, this being the peculiar condition of actual sinners. 

Q. 103. Men are to be washed from U^eir sins; if they be 
totally depraved what is there to be washed ? 

A. What a philosopher Mr. Thomas must be, to suggest 
an idea that a man may start at a given point in morals and 
go on sinning, until he loses his identity in depravity; so that 
should a moral wash be provided, and a suitable hand to ad- 
minister it, when it came to be applied there was nothing to b« 
found, but a great big grease spot of depravity. 

Q. 104. If "evil men and seducers wax worse and worsie,'* 
2 Tim. iii, 13, can they be totally depraved at first? 

A. Man has been raised,, as already stated, from the con- 
dition to which he was subjected by the fall. There is no 
doctrine taught more clearly in all the scriptures than ths 
totally helpless condition into which man was thrown by sin : 
a lost condition, from which he could not extricate himselfl 
His) sins had so defiled him and reduced him to such a state of 
moi*ar death that nothing short of the blood of Jesus and the 
quickening infiuences of God's holy spirit could cleanse and 
save him. This total deprivation of moral life, this death in 
tin, this entirely helpless condition, is what is meant by total 
depravity: but Christ has raised man from this state of moral 
death to a degree of spiritual life. Thus you see that evil 
men and seducers have not taken their 8(^rt from a state of 
total depravity : so that there is room for them to wax worse^ 
and worse ; and if they once more reach a state of total de-^ 
privity it will be a gone caac^ith them, having become twica^yj^ 
dead and plucked up by the roots, 

Q. 105. If human reason be carnal and delusive, why did 

:. Jfehovah say " come now let us il^ason together?'' Isaiah i, Ifi'* 

f ^Jv> A. / Human reason, like other good gifts, bestowed by tha 

^ tt||f0i|fficenee of Gocl upon man, may be perverted, and unless it 

1 ^IllW^ft^ed luid ANketed in it« roscaxch.^^ ^iv<e^i Vc^tyi^ X^s^ 
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jRroin (he film of righteousness, it •will kfavo Mb )>o^l6WKrill 
lliodaTk, in spiritual matters. It wastogiv© reasoa it prop* ; 
fer direction that God called on the children of Israel to -cdiift 
and reason with him. Had they been following the dicta^^ 
of enlightened rc4lon thejr would not have needed this ta& 
from the Almighty : but they had been led by their unenli^hl^ 
encd and carnal reason, until they had become notoriously ; 

wicked. 

<J. 106. If reason be delusive, why should some folks r«- 
lK)n against the use of reason? 

A. To reason against the use of reason is an unreasoimblid 
abuso of reason; but to reason again«t the abuse of reason h 
a reasonable use of reason: the latter is what we have been 
laboring at, ever since we began these answers. How fitf wd 
have succeeded, we leave to our readers to decide. 

Q. 107. Can an effect exist without a cause sufiicieiitljr 
powerful to produce it? 

A. Wo will answer this wise question by asking ano^ri. 
Can a counterfeit coin exist, where there is no coin to cottfir 
terfeit? ^>: 

Q. 108. If "we love God because he first loved us," ifl H/ 
true that we must first love him before he will love ustl «lohlf ' 
iv, 19. H 

A. God^s goodness is the original cause of all (he bles^lttgt; 
and favors that his creatures enjoy. This is only alMiCM% 
name for love. This knows no variation-: but we muSt^^ 
God for this benevolent regard before he will excrciset o^^ii ^ E 
us that display ot* his love spoken of by St. Paul, in Romflitta^ 
^ 1^; " the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts.** i ^^ 

Q. 109. If we loved God << lllcause he first U^v^ ^i^^fV 
not plain that he loved us when we did not kn^'himt' .tji^fl 

A. Yes ; just as plain as the nose <m a maiah fe^^^pMBH 
ft^ver bo6n bit off*. ^^^^^ 

»Q. 1 10. If God loved us when 'we did mt l^^ifliMlfl 
enr'love'to hikn the efibct (iiftdJMi^lie^oiMilp^ 

JL ^%k)d*« Icn^ er ^esMird^NieMo^r^^ 
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Hon df all 'th(B benefits and favouxs that man ever has or ever 
will enjoy; but notwithstanding this is the case, man never 
oan know the experimental effects of God's love shed abroad 
in his heart, until he loves God. 

Q. 111. Was it consistent i^ith the dwfcte -justice to love 
us when we did not love him? 

A. Justice in Deity is always regulated in its opewttioi* 
by the principle of love. " God so loved the world," says the 
Hedeemer, " that he sent his only begotten Son, that whoso- 
ever believeth on him should not perish but have everlasting 
life." 

We learn, from this text, that nian was in a lost and perish- 
mg condition, from which he could not extricate himself. 
This condition he was involved in by the sin of Adam, and in 
this" situation he could not know what happiness was ; and as 
he was involved by the sin of another, justice had no claim on 
him on the score of guilt. Now in this helpless condition he wai 
B proper object of God's benevolent regard, who accordingly 
sent Jesus to save sinners; but it is necessary to remark here, 
that Jesus came to restore man to a state of moral ability to 
do the will of God. Now. justice had no claims on Adam's 
fieillen family until his agency was restored, since which jus- 
tice has a claim on the sinner, though that claim is mixed with 
mercy, and God's long suffering is exercised, as long as there 
18 a redeeming trait in the sinner's character. When the last 
trait of moral goodness has left the sinner, and " God givei 
him over to a hard heart and a reprobate mind," then justice 
must take the ascendency, and consign the sinner to the best 
possible condition, both for himself and others, that wisdom and 
^IJoodness can devise, or the devilish principles of the sinner 
-Ibdinit of. Thus you see, that justice and goodness are never 
^i^panited in their operations; for although the sinner's con- 
I ^fiNnetliftbits of wickedness may, by becoming irreclaimablei 
[/jNnidei^ it impossible for him to enjoy heaven, yet goodness will 
HUfi^ jttttioe to inflict unnecessary misery 0131 jwtt cS. 
k ekHiften* *^ 



'iir^ 









204 MODERN UNIVERSALISM 

Q. 112. If God once laved us will not that love eternally 
continue? 

A. It is not the want of love in the kind father that causes 
him to disinherit the profligate son; but to prevent that son^s 
profligacy froo^^pU'ing the whole family. 
: Q. 113. If the love of God is th)e cause that produces lore 
in man can anger and wrath produce the same efiect? 

A. First. This question is intended as a modest method 
of setting aside the force of those scriptures that represent 
the Almighty as being angry with the wicked, and pouring 
out his righteous indignation and wrath on the workers of 
iniquity. Secondly. We would say that to a reflecting mind 
that has incurred the just indignation of heaven, it ought to 
pi-oduce the same eflect, and would do it, because such a 
mind would discover that the righteous indignation of the Lord 
is only exercised to put a stop to the ravages of sin; btil 
sinners, in reference to God's judgments, are too often like 
refractory children, who when corrected for their faults have 
one devil whipped out, and two whipped in* 

Q. 1 14. Is it the revealed will of God that all men shall 
bo saved t 

A. It is God's revealed will that all men shall come to th© 
knowledge of the truth, that they shall serve God with all 
their "souls mind and strength:" that they shall "perf<^ 
hcSiness in God's fear," and go to heaven when they 4ia»" 
Now God has revealed all this as his will. We should like^l^ 
know of Mr. Thomas if all those desirable things come to paipt 
' Q. 115. Can God will all men to be saved, knowing a 
will be forever lost? 

A. Could God have willed tlRit Adam should have remi 
upright when he knew that he would fall? In a wordj ca|| 
will that ail men shall live holy, when he knows thaia^j 
part will live wicked? Mr. llioinas cannot clog' oil 
with difficulty, by such questii^S, without clog( 
• Q. 116. If God has .two miOn why is dbttfot^^j 
0aad^Smed in the Bcrif^^&et ^ rfj 
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A. Mr. Thomas will have to decide that pomt himself 
He is not going to father the doctrine of a two willed Deity 
apon us, he may father it on the Calvinists if he likes, but he 
may rest assured he will have to stand god father to the pre- 
cious bantling, since, as one of the editors of the New York 
Christian Messenger, and Philadelphia Universalist, he has 
published the doctrine himself: and lest Mr. Thomas^ memory 
may have let this §lip, we will take the liberty to refresh it 
for him. If he will take the pains to examine the Vol. 4, No. 
23, of the periodical above named. Art. Original Creation of 
Man, 4th paragraph, he will there find the following words : 
to wit. " all will admit that it was in the power of God to hay^ 
prevented sin if ho had chosen so to do; but he did not prevent 
it, therefore it was his will it should be." Now Mr. Thoma« 
will not deny that God revealed it to Adam, as his will, that 
he should not sin. Comment on the above is usele^. 

Q. 117. If God has two wills why does the bible say he in 
of one mind? 

A. Mr. Thomas will excuse us for not giving a formal 
answer to this questiouj as it does not concern us, lying right 
betweefi the Calvinists and universalists. We conceive it 
to bo fully noticed in the answer to the preceding question. 

Q< 118. If God has a secret will how did you gain a 
knowledge of it? 

A. We have, to acknowledge ourselves indebted toi^r 
'Calvinistic and universalian friends for all we know on this 
«ubject. 

Q. 119. Can that be a secret that has been revealed? 

A. Not to those to whom it has been revealed. 

Q. 120. If God revealed his secret will to the saints why 
^riiould they reveal it to the wicked? 

A. If Mr. Thomas is a saint he can surely answer this 
^oestion to his own entire satisfaction. His doctrinal system 
liokla that God has two wills ; the one that he should be a sai&t^ 
^0 other that he ehoukl be a sinner. Now the latter we takg 
4Ui |pi his secret mil if he has one, and kB!(^Hm% %aX Ifo^r 
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Thomas has published this doctrine in ihe aforesaid periodical, 
we suppose he can tell why he did it. 

Q. 121. If God, under any circumstances, wills the endless 
misery of a human soul, in what does he differ from Satan? 

A. Universalists themselves agree that God, under certain 
circumstances, may punish sinners, without imitating Satan. 
Whether he dees this with or against his will we will leave 
Mr. Thomas to decide; but to say there^is no circumstance 
under which the Almighty can consign a sinner to endless 
misery, without imitating Satan is to say that the punishment 
of sin is the act of a God in time, but the act of a devil in eter? 
nity. If the querist wishes to know the principle upon which 
Deity wills the endless misery of the wicked, we will inform 
him that ho wills it on the same principle that the kind father 
willed that his rebellious children should be chained in Miv 
Rogers' dark damp cellar, when he could keep them from 
destroying tho happiness of the rest of his children in np othef 
wav. 

Q. 122. Can Jesus Christ be the saviour of any more than 
he actually saves? 

A. First. Jesus Christ has actually saved all Adam% 
posterity from the gloomy shades of non-existence. Had na| 
the Almighty made this provision for man's recovery, Yof. 
goodne.^s would have proven led their existence. He wotd^i 
n<% have suffered Adam to propagate a race of beings, tW 
native heiis of his own wretchedness. Secondly. He httis | 
actually saved all mankind, with an initial salvation, fn2n|% 
state of spiritual death. Paul says '<as by the offence of 6&4i„^ 
judgment came upon all men, to condemnation, even so by th4 
righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men, 
juslifii^ation of life." Thirdly. Christ will raise both lii&i 
and unjust, at the resurrection. In all these particulars 
is the saviour of all men, unconditionally. To all this,; 
been subjected by the sin of Adam; and from thes6^i|||?eGHfi^ 
not save himself; but as it respects a future salTlil^yii ^ffi^ 
ii^^p^ Pttuji^ iine^uivocally asserts, that Christ ;<frJ 
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author of eternal salvation to them that obey him.^' Does thii 
mean that he became the author of eternal salvation to them 
also that disobey him? 

Q. 123. Can Jesus be the sariourof the world, (1 John iv^ 
14,) if the world is not saved by him? 

A. Christ is unconditionally the saviour of all men, in the 
senses specified in the last answer; and further he is the 
eaviour of all men, inasmuch as in him is a rich provision 
made for the salvation of the whole world, on condition of 
repentance and amendment. Now universalists themselves 
agree that there is a provision in Jesus Christ for the salvation 
of all men, and that it is conditional as above stated; but they 
confine the benefits of this provision exclusively to this life* 
This is all the ditTcrence betv/een them and us. They are 
under the necessity of acknowledging that, notwithstanding 
Christ has come thus to save mankind, yet all mankind are not 
mus saved. 

We are now prepared to show, that according to their own 
views, Christ is the saviour of all men, and yet ail men are 
not saved by him. This we will do by retorting one of their 
own arguments. 

In order to carry out their scheme of salvation for unbeliev- 
ers as well as believers, and to surmount the formidable 
obstacle that the doctrine of Christ Jesus has thrown in their 
way, " For God so loved the world that he gave his oi^ly 
begotten Son, that whosoever belie veth on him shall not perish) 
l>ut have everlasting life;" John iii,. 16, they make use of 
the following argument; to wit. Christ is the saviour of men 
previous to the act of believing, or he is not. If he is not^ 
then believing him to be a saviour, when he is not so, will not 
make him one. If he is, the disbelief of man cannot destroy 
this fact Hence they conclude that since man^s belief or un- 
belief cannot affect the fact of Chnst^s being a saviour, then all 
mankind, whether they believe or not, must be saved ; otherwise 
Christ is not a saviour of those who are not saved. Now apply 
1^19 reasoning to their view of ChristV doctrine Joha iii; I6«. 

if : ^K^ 3 
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Tbey believe^ as already stated^ that Chnst came to wKft 
all mankind from perishing in this life. We say in this life, 
because they will not admit that the term perish, in the te!A% 
has any reference to a future state. This would be giving up 
their whole scheme at once. Well then if Christ came to 
saye all mankind from the consequences of sin, in thia life, 
by saving them from sin itself, how is it that so many remain 
wicked through life. <' O, salvation in this life is suspended qi 
die condition of faith and obedience;^' say^ the universalist 
Faith in what? " Why, in Christ." Does the act of faith in 
Christ make him a saviour; or was he one before? If he wai 
a saviour before this act of ^ith, then the act of faith did not 
make him a saviour. Will Mr. Thomas be so good as to tell 
how it is that so many are not saved from perishing, notwith- 
standing they have a saviour, and one too that came purposely 
to save them? We will close this answer by placing ilj^ 
Thomas^ question at the close ; ^^can Jesus be the savio0 
of the world if the world is not saved? 

Q. 124. Is Christ in any sense the saviour of unbeliev^lrf 

A. Christ says <^ God sent not his Son into the world to 
condemn the world, but that the world through him might be 
saved," John iii, 17. Thus we see Christ has come to save 
the world, and we have already shown the different senses IP 
which the world is benefited by the salvation that is in Je«|i% 
independent of faith. 7 

Q. 125. If Christ is in no sense the saviour of unbelievi^li^ 
why are unbelievers called upon to believe in Christ as^tliglr 
aaviour? • \n^ 

^ A. Christ is the saviour of all men, on the ground of hati||f 
tasted death for every man: therefore every man ibci^I^^ 
upon to believe in him. We. should like to hear Mr. 
state for what purpose unbelievers are called upon to 
Are they called upon to believe in htm^ *m efder to 
he will save theni wh^er they believe or not? 

Q. IQ^i, If unbelievem: are not celled upon 
C^ifiNiiifl^dK^^sayioiury w|Nktftre tbegr to beUeiri 



« 




MODERN UNIVERSALISM. 509 

A% They are called upon to believe in Christ as their Sa- 
viour, and to " believe in him that they may be saved.'^ Actd 
xvi, 31. " Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou^|ltIt be 
saved." John viii, 21 to 24. " I go my way," says Christ, " and 
ye shall seek me, and shall die in your sins : whither I go ye 
cannot come; for if ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die 
in your sins." Lotus ask a question : If men are saved en 
condition of believing, can they be saved unless they believe ? 
The Saviour says, "he that belie veth not shall be damned."' 
"But let us inquire, for what purpose did Mr. Thomas ask this 
question ? !lOid he purpose insinuating, that this call on unbe^ 
lievers to believe in Christ as their Saviour had any reference 
to salvation in a future world? If it had, then that salvation 
was conditional, and could be forfeited by unbelief. If it had 
not, why did Mr. Thomas ask this question? We hope, should 
be ever see these remarks, that he will have honesty and con- 
sistency enough to either give up universalism or take back 
this question? 

Q. 127. Must not the thing ^ be believed be true before 
it is believed? 

A. Yes. For we arc never called upon to believe any 
thing that is not true, and we must have evidence silfficient 
before we are bound to believe : but may we be permitted to 
inquire, what truth this question proposes to our credence? 
Is it that Christ came to save all mankind, with an everlasting 
salvation, whether they believe or not? We presume that 
the truth we are called upon to believe is, that Christ is the 
great moral Physician who is sent to heal the spiritual mala^ 
dies of the world, and if mankind will accept of his services 
and use his prescriptions, the mortal disorders of their souls 
would be removed. If this physician is repulsed anS his pre- 
scriptions neglected, all those who do so must die the death. 

This subject may be further illustrated by the following 
eonfparison: 

-' The subjects of a certain king, contrary to his positive 
^:,-^|i#8jn^.v had eaten of a poisonous fruit iVwvi p«^ m\a^<tfso\>s^ 
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ions, the eipTect of which was to bring on a deadly paralysisy 
the tendency of which was, in the end, to deprive them ojfhfe. 
Not^g^standing they had reduced themselves to this desper- 
ate addition by disobeying the king's orders, yet he had comr 
.^ passion on them and immediately commissioned his son, who 
was the ablest physician in the kingdom, to repair forthwith 
to his ^subjects with orders to administer a suitable remedy, 
for the purpose of saving their lives from the effects of th(3 
poison. He accordingly repairs to his patients, whom he finds 
so far gone as to be entirely helpless, so much so as to be in- 
capable of even taking his medicine, without baring it admin- 
istered by his sole exertion. This done, they immediately 
revived. He then, in their presence, proclaimed himself their 
saviour, and proceeded to inform them, that it was his father's 
will, that they. should all be restored to sound health: but, 
says he, you are still in the land where this poisonous £n|it 
grows, and the effects of it still rankle in your systems, fronj 
the consequence of which you cannot save yourselves withouJt 
my assistance. I must therefore leave you ti sufficient quan- 
tity of medicine to save all ;^ur lives, a portion of which yoa 
must take every day: fori am the Saviour of the lives of all 
my father's subjects, especially all that believe in me and con- 
tinue to take my medicine. 

This great physician then retired to his father's palace, 1^ 
not without first establishing a board of physicians, selecU|^ 
from among those subjects who had experienced the larg^ 
share of the salutary influence of this medicine, so that thw 
■^ miglit administer it in his absence, and urge their fellow m0lfc 
%) con^lfiie th^^use of the doctor's prescriptions. He alsalm^s^ 
thenl^ written %5tructions, to explain to the people, inf^iy py j 
into thes^hii ministers, a large proportion of his owq iphilf|i(^pi; ^ 
thropic spirit. 

This board continued to adniinister, with great succ^f^« 
|hey found inany of their fellow subjects entirejy 
,^al^ m|^ which iii noi^njX t^^ 
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Ifi thd process of time, the old board after lisstviirg farther 
written instructions, was removed to die king's palace^ and 
another board appointed, which, in its turn, was succeeded by 
othess. By and by these new boards began to have an itch- 
ing inclination to be making sale of this medicine; for hitherto 
they had been instructed that as they hadTeceived freely sO 
they should freely give; but finding this giving business 
father a poor one, as it respected laying up treasure on earth; 
they commenced selling. Finding, at length, that as the 
greater number of their fellow subjects wus adverse to this 
wholesome medicine, and much fonder of the poisonous fruits 
of the land, they began to use a little policy by mixing nos- 
trums, to suit the people's tastes, composed partly of the good 
bid medicine and partly of the aforesaid poisonous fruits. This 
mixture (although it kept the people in a sickly and death like 
condition) took better with their tastes, and as this mode of 
procedure became more and more lucrative, board after board, 
went on mixing and vending, until, at last, the whole practice 
became a disgusting scene of quackery, and the good effects 
of the genuine medicine were lost in the large quantity of 
poisonous matter mixed with it. 

At length the head managers of the board, finding the great 
body of the people prepared for it, began selling the poison in, 
its purity, wholesale and retail, to the people, whose tastes by 
this time had become so perverted that they could not detect 
the cheat. One member of the board, more honest than the 
rest, commenced exposing this imposture, and, by a powerful 
lippeal to the written instructions of the head fite iMBa n he 
ducceeded in dividing the old boar^ and erei^^ ^ IH^^c, 




m opposition. 

"Hiis reformation among the physicians, and sfirdl^ appeal 
to the written instructions lefl for the benefit of the people- 
^Uld which had Seen kept from them by the managers of the 
old board) awakened them to the necessity of Qgl^ining' for 
l^puselve^l. but here a new difficulty arose. T^ doctors, as 
l^ii^l as the people, had been so long accustoiiv^4\^\!C£c&&^^Q£:i^ 
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iruins, thaty notwithstandin^-^ey had the written instructieoB 
of the h^d physiciao, they could not agree, in some instances, 
as to%mch were the genuine, and which the spurious, ingre* 
dientif of which this medicine had been composed. This oc- 
casioned many new splits, and the erection of many new 
boards ; some administering one mixture, and some another, 
just as they understood the original instructions of the head 
physician ; but withal much more pure than what is adminis- 
tered by those who still adhere to the old board. 

But a new era is about to be ushered in. A new board of 
quacks have been lately self-constituted, who threaten to beat 
the old nostrum venders (together with all the modem im- 
provements in physic) all hollow. This is done by a very 
simple but efficient method of explaining the declaraticms 
and instructions of the principal and his first board of physi- 
cians. They say that it is not at all necessary as it regards 
the safety of the lives of the king's subjects, for them either to 
take the medicine or abstain from the poison. They agree that 
it will make them sick; butthis so far from being an injury 
is to promote their health in^wture. They say the king's son 
had declared, that his father had sent him to save the lives of 
all the world, and had declared that it was his will that all 
men's lives should be saved ; and, to put the matter out of dis* 
pute, he had caused it to be published, that he was the savicmr 
of the lives of all his father's subjects, especially those tin^t 
believed in him. Now, say they, if it is the king's will, t^t 
the lives of all his subjects shall be saved, it certainly can 
make n^^^erence whether they take the medicine prefpfk 
bccyaHj^^Mfr son or^ot; nor can their eating the pc^ 
onc^Pn^lMR them, because the king's will never cha^g^ 

Q. if^PiRlust not the thing ^to be believed continue 
true, whether it be believed or not* 

A. Yes. Our belief or unbelief never affects thf» 
finy^ more .than opening oor closing our eyes affects 
It will efc^ally remain true that Christ died to 
world, whether niank;9d believe it or not* 
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Q. 120. What if some did not believerfihanjb^WWtef^ 
make the faith [or faithfukiess] of God of nonjB/^M(? "Rom. 

Hi, '3.- • ^ "^^^fe., . 

A. The apostle was not writing here with any im6reiie& 
to a future state. It was with reference to the peculiar privi"^ 
leges that God had promised the Jews, as a nation^^which pro- 
mise was not affected by the unbelief of individuals. Not so 
in a national point of view; for national sins the Lord sent 
heavy judgments upon them; audit was for the great national 
sin of rejecting the Messiah, that the Romans were permitted 
to take away both their place and nation. Still the apostle 
gives strong intimations that the Jewish people will yet be 
restored to their national privileges, when the fulness of the 
gentiles shall be brought in. 

Q. 130. Is it true that God hath concluded all in unbelief,^ 
that he might have mercy on all? Romans, xi, 32. 

A. Paul had admitted, in the former text, that all the Jews 
were not unbelievers; yet he shows that as they had sinned, 
as a nation, as a nation they n^t suffer; and as a nation the. 
Lord would have mercy on them, and restore them to their 
forfeited privileges. Thus they were all concluded in unbe- 
lief, or were included in the judgments which God inflicted on 
the Jews for unbelief. 

But what has God's dealings with the Jews, as a nation, in 
this world, to do with his dealings with man in a future state 
where every one will be dealt by according to his own individ- 
ual merit or demerit? God is an impartial as well as a good 
being. This goodness induces him to corrcctnj||||||g^pr the 
purpose of counteracting the dire effects of ni^H^^|^|kese 
corrections necessarily fall on those persons (as^[^B^Rers) 
who have not joined in the national sins. Now^roe^innc-; 
cent, together with the guilty, are swept off in those national 
calamities, how is the impartiality of the Almighty to be man- 
ifesfed toward these different characters, if they; syre all 
placed on the same footing in the next world? 
|f ^r Qv 181. Can God be especially Ih^ S^NV^xa <il'^'^^«v ^^ssasw 
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less he |ke actually the Saviour of all men? 1 Tim« 

Is the Saviour of all men, from the deplorable 
in which the sin of Adam involved his posterity, and 
from whtch they could not extricate themselves. In Christ 
man is reaypred to what he lost in Adam — a loss he would have 
eternally Spdured, had not Christ saved him; but it must be 
remembered, that man had, in Adam, the ability to obey his 
Maker, and, by obeying, to inherit eternal life. This power 
he lost in Adam, and this power he has regained in Jesus 
Christ. Thus Christ is the "Saviour of all men, because he 
saved them from that lost condition from which they could not 
save themselves. After having thus saved man uncondition- 
alivy by mere grace, he then proclaims to them a future sal- 
vation, on the condition of faith and obedience, and thus be- 
comes especially the Saviour, of them that believe. 

We are at a loss to know how Christ is especially the Sa- 
viour of believers if he is equally the Saviour of all men. 

Q. 132. If belief and goi^works in this life are essential 
to eternal salvation in the next, can infants be saved? 

A. What can the case of infants^ who are incapable of 
either knowing or obeying a law, have to do with the circum- 
stances of those who have no excuse to make on either of those 
grounds ? 

We ask, is not this question founded on the principle that a 
man is just as safe when he commits murder, as he would be' ' 
if he fed the hungry, as it respects his future destiny? 

Q- 133. ^Can the good actions of iinite man merit an infi* 

nit ^ 

Various reasons, (see answer to Q. 59,) qjq# 
^nly of'jPPPVe will give here. No man is possessed ctf an * 
infinite capacity for enjoyment. 

Q. 134. Can the evil actions of finite man merit an infifidtf^ 
punishment? : -^^ "^ 

A. No. For no man has an infinite capacity tosuSef ; 
what have these two questions to do with the subjeptf ■^- 



\ 



m 



'■tr~*' 





MODERN UNIVCRSALISM. 



Thomas ought to have good sense enough Hysnj 

ner's punishment can never become infinite, .™___^.__. 

or duration; not in degree, for no man has an inlSIfflfMBiujr >r 

lo suffer; not in duration, for every man's duration mRPto^ 

ginning and therefore cannot be enlarged into infinity— yet il 

may be endless. 

Q. 135. If men are saved by works, can salvation be of 
grace ? 

A. "Salvation is of grace through faith," a faith "that worlii 
by love and purifies the heart;" for without holiness no man 
shall see God. Let us make use of the following illustration^ 
to show the necessary connexion between grace, faith, gocd 
works, and salvation. 

We see the husbandman in whose circumstances the unmer- 
ited grace of Go3 is abundantly displayed. His being, his 
health, his reason, his farm, his cattle, his seed com, the fruit- 
ful season, and, last of all, the abundant fruits of the earth, 
are all the unmerited and free bounty, and grace of God : yet 
see what a slender and easily suii^ered tie binds those gifts 
to man. The husbandman never would attempt to plough 
and sow, had he nut faith to believe that the providence of Gc»d 
would crown his labours with success. Were it not so the 
sinews of expectation aiid hope would be cut asunder, and no 
impulse would be left to stimulate the man to exertion; and 
thus without ploughing and sowing he would have no crop. 
Now the question is — Does this man's ploughing and sowing 
rob God of any of his glory in bestowing on the husbandman 
the blessing of a crop? Will nothing make it g|Mii|||y|gieF0 
the Almighty bestows it independently of ajWatonffil^Bbs- 
bandman can do; or, on the other hand, dees the* l^be^^^of 
the husbandman bring the Almighty in debt, so that, i|pn's 
temporal mercies are of works and not of grace? 
' We now ask, if our temporal blessings are not of works hut 
of grace, and yet arc suspended on something we have to do, 
in order to obtain them, by what rule our spiritual mercie» 
cease to be of grace, and become ^ A^ViV.^ Vi^wwaaa ^«^ 
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on condition of fiiith And obediencef 
me man is saved by grace, why should not alt 
like manner? 
one man is saved by grace, through faith and obedi- 
ence, does it necessarily follow that another is entitled to salva* 
tion thrMtai unbelief and disobedience ? A strange question. 

Q. IStT Is God a partial being? 

A. Np. Yet he would be if he saved one man througb 
faith and obedience, and another without them. 

Q. 138. Can the faith of the partialist be based in the 
wisdom that is full of mercy and good fruits without partiality. 
James iii, 17. 

A. Your humble servant, not being accountable for the 
faith of others, can only answer for himself. . He tries to have 
his faith based on the declarations of that impartial Bein|^ 
of whom it is said, " Far be it from God that he should do 
wickedness, and from the Almighty that he should comtnil 
iniquity for the work of a man will he render unto him, and 
cause every man to find ac(»rding to his ways," Job xxxiv, liO, 
11, and not on that kind c^ wisdom that supposes there is nb j 
partiality in that Being who is supposed to take the murderer, 
and the seducer of female innocence, to heaven on the same 
fopting with the innocent victims of their hellish designs. 

Q. 139. Can sufficient provision be made for the salvation 
of all men, if some men are never saved ? 

A. Was there sufficient provision made in the gospel, fot 
the salvation of all men from sin in this life? If you say trt),, 
thegy||iri^men have been saved, for whose salvation nb ftdflit* 
ci^prf)rovisilti had been made. If you say yes, then 8ois§ 
men ar| nqt 0ved, for whose salvation sufficient provision litik. 
be A i)^ei^|ifaia, if .some men have not been saved, f^' 
whom sufBw||^nr^visi<^ has been made, will Deity, to «aT^' 
his goodnea^#om impeachment, be under the nec^i^t;^ 
Abiding a little more tjian sufficient in order to save tlii^l 

Q. 140. IJf ust not sufficient provision be suffide&l 
cfee^wa/twfihecleatufel ' --^ 
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A. If there is or overpowering sufRcieiM^ in th< 
made for man's salvation, to subdue his stub 
it that some are subdued, while others remain 

Q. 141. Is there any other way to determine the 
cy of the means employed than by the accomplishment of the 
end designed? 

A. There is. Let a fellow, who wishes to hang himself, 
only tie a rope securely around his neck and over a beam, 
and then swing off, and if he does not find out the sufficiency 
of the means employed, before the end intended is accomplish- 
ed, we will acknowledge ourselves mistaken for once ; but why 
Mr. Thomas should suppose the sufficiency of the means pro- 
vided for man's salvation cannot be determined, until the end 
is accomplished we cannot imagine. Mr. Thomas will cer- 
tainly agree with us that there was a sufficient provision in 
the gospel for man's salvation from sin in this life; yet he 
must acknowledge that many are not saved, in this life, from 
sinning. . 

Once more. If the sufficiency of the means employed for 
man's salvation cannpt be determined until the accomplishment 
of the end designed, we presume that Mr. Thomas has yet to 
learn, that there is any certainty in the scheme of universal- 
ism, or a sufficiency in the gospel plan of salvation either, for 
it is agreed on all hands, that a full salvation from the entire 
consequences of sin will not be accomplished until the resur- 
rection of the dead. ^ If this is the case, we hope Mr. Thomas 
will weigh this question over again ; and should he discover no 
reason to renounce .the position advanced in it, th^t he will 
quietly take it back, and wait patiently until the nfioHing of 
the resurrection, when we pledge ourselves to be%ve Wery 
word he tells us, on the subject. > ^r 

Q. 142. Does not the law of God require all meirto leva 
bim supremely, chmI their neighbour as themselves? 
,, ^A. These are the requirements of the moral law. 
* "J^rA* 143. Is it true that not one jot or tittle of this hw shall 
" ' W till ail be fulfilled ? Matth. v, 18, 
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jgllGod, thiat requites us fo loVe him with alf 
our neighbour as ourselves, is the fundamental 
Christian religion — the same principle upon 
hang the law and the prophets. Christ Jesus came to 
spread the influence of this principle throughout the world. 
The Jewi^ people were afraid that our Lord was going to 
pull dowirthe whole fabrick of their religion ; he tries to unde- 
ceive them in this matter, by letting th^hi know that so far 
was he from attempting to destroy the law and the prophets 
it was his errand to fulfil them: that in his history, the proph- 
ecies concerning him might be fulfilled, ahd the great consti- 
tutional law of love carried out into practical effect, in the 
hearts and lives of Adam's children. 

Does Mr. Thomas suppose that this text affords any evidence 
of the final holiness and happiness of all the human race. If 
it does, it affords the evidence on this ground ; that mankind 
become holy and happy by submitting to the law of love. 
Can Mr. Thomas or any other universalist, show, that all man- 
kind submit to this law? If they do, it is not in this life; for 
we "think it would puzzle a philosopher to prove that a duelist - 
(who dies in the act of seeking his brother's life) fulfils iiJ 
If then this law is not fulfilled in this life, we would like t^ 
hear Mr. Thomas or some of his friends tell, when and where 
it is fo be fulfilled. 

Q. 144. Does justice require of us the fulfilment of A# 
law of God? i, 

A. Justice does require of every maift" a fulfilment oftii#*.' 
law; ai^ ^ose who do not fufil it iii its precepts, will have^^:. 
fulfiLil in its penalty; unless mercy devises a plan Wh 
universal • right can Jje secured, when the law is violil 
This is £[{ ^9|k[H|^|tf tice makes. When this is s 
mercy Has a^jHIHHI^t the penalty by an act of 
Here the i\\ iipMJPpB^^law are satisfied,' % either df 
three ways: iist by^^^ precept being obeyed; 
mercy securmg tl^€»«^l right, iEtnd wiping out th% 
nn fu^^paxdoa; Of j|ibrd by efiduring the p»M^^^ 
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Q. 145. Will not justice be eternally vi^lal^d, uoless the 
law of God be universally fulfilled ? . 

A. When the reqyirements of justice have hce^^^ffice 
violated, it will eternally remain tme that this was the case: 
and no subsequent act of the creature can undo what has been 
done; but the requirements of justice, after the law is violated, 
may be satisfied, as above stated, wherever mercy wipes out 
the penalty by an act of pardon. Justice is no longer violated 
in this particular instance ; £>r the law is not double in it9 
demands: but if neither the exercise of mercy nor the infliction 
of the penalty can or docs reform the ofifender, the violation of 
justice will continue y) eternity and the consequent infliction 
of the penalty also. 

Q. 146. Can they fulfil the law of love who are Tendered 
eternally miserable? 

A. No. And the reason is obvious j their misery is the 
result of not submitting to the law of love. 

Q. 147. ^Can justice require the obedience of the sinner, 
anid at the same time require his eternal disobedience ? 

A. The idea of justice requiring disobedience we confess 
is^new to us; neither can we seethe bearing this question h^s 
on the subject under discussion; unless there are persons who 
believe the Almighty sentences sinners to eternal diisobedience, 
as a part of the penalty of their sins, in time. This is not our 
view. We believe that God will never take away man^s 
power to do right. If he ever loses that power, the ^ult is 
UQt hjs Maker's, but his own. We further believe that so &r 
fiora the Almighty subjecting man to endless sinning, that if 
ever there will be a periofl in future duration, when a sinner 
of Adam's race will inclpe to return to duty, th^jrc will be 
iOOthijEig on the part of Deity or Qa^^HMJIhe^^^^ 
inhabitants of heaven either, that ^^^^H^M^ibeir retiiisn. 
y^jre is nothiiiig that will ever tak?^p|||||o^ll, or fc^ep 
tiSfk^^^f ^u^ Ms hostility to the goyeliment o^^^God. 
I'J^ 'j^48* . If wha^ e^reth prai^e i^l^gifi^irQD^, P^ial. i, S^ 
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A. Do not the American people extol our government as 
the best in the World? If it is so, is the glory of our govern* 
ment abridged when its good and wholesome laws are put in 
force against offenders? For instance a felon is hung or put 
in the penitentiary during life, for murder or some other 
atrocious crime. Will our government deserve no praise, 
nor will the culprit be under an obligation to render any, 
unless he be let alone to run at large, and commit his crimes 
with impunity? What a fine chance here would be to extol 
the goodness of our government! Methinks wj| hear a notori* 
oils offender saying, what a fine government we live under : 
what a delightful government ! We may commit murder, rape, 
incest, robbery, theft or any other crime, and yet be admitted 
to the president's palace on the same footing with the most 
respectable company! But how a universalist will undertake 
to prove, that even the damned in hell will have no reason to 
praise God, we know not. That they will have no disposition 
to do it is readily admitted; but we have every reason, that 
the nature of the case will admit, to believe that their case^ 
bad as it may be, is the very best to which infinite wisdom and<*j 
goodness, under existing circumstances, could consign them. 

Q. 149. If any one be rendered eternally miserable, can 
he have cause to praise his Maker? 

A. This question is fully answered above. 

Q. 150. Will God ever place some of his creatures in mxck 
a situation that they cannot praise him? 

A. If Mn Thomas will only solve the difficulty and let m 
know which was the cause of the culprit's incarceration in lilt 
penitentiary — the law of the land or his own villainous condoell^^ 
w^ promise to attend to this questidii. 
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its ijiecessity will cease, at any period of future duration, W« 
will agree with them, that punishment will ceas^also. 

Q. 152. Can you rejoice in hope of the glory of Go^ 

A. Every man, whose hope is well founded, has a right to 
rejoice. If his hope has a false foundation, it will be cut off 
like a spider's web. 

Q. 153, , Would not the salvation of half of mankind glorify 
God more than one fourth? 

Q. 154. Would not the salvation of niii^ tenths of mankind 
glorify God more than one half? 

A. These two questions are both of the same import. ^In 
answer to one answers both. The principle involved in those 
questions is simply this ; that nothing short of the salvation of 
all mankind, whether they die wicked or not, can glorify God, 
and that punishment, however necessary, has no such tendency 
— just as if the value of a good government is diminished, and 
. its glory eclipsed the moment it has to inflict the penalty of 
the law u^n offenders. . 

The true state of the case is this ; goodness is the highest 

. attribute of Deity; the foundation of all man's natural and 

moral happiness. While man remained holy, he remained 

happy, and God's goodness shone upon him with unsullied 

' lustre. When man sinned, the glory of God became obscured, 

and the* happiness of man deranged. Now, goodness, in order 

to restore the dignity of the government, that is, to exlfibit the 

glory and purity of the government, has to assume a different 

: n[K)dification. Justice now metes out to the transgressor the 

'.^^iildshment due to his crimes, and though this is not 8<^glori- 

. ods a display of goodness as that which placed man in undiiK 

turi}ed* enjoyment of happiness, yet it is a glorious display still 
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A. We cannot give glory to God in the higlrest wi^tooi 
believing ih€ truth, so far as we have time and opportunity^ 
make^burselves acquainted with it. That we are bounded 
believe that an abundant provision hath been made for tlltf 
8alvation*of all men, admits of no dispute ; but that all men: will" 
be saved admits of some doubt. Therefore we think we.«aflk 
glorify God without the necessity of believing uny such thnigi , j 

Q. 156. If all have sinned and come short of the gkasfy <0^ 
God| Romans iii, 23, would eternal sinning mend the matt^^E4^ 

A. No. But it would make the matter much worse^ J^ 
abridging the glorious display of God^s goodness, and causi^- 
the introduction of the less glorious but no less^ necessarjl^ 
display of justice. .^i^: 

Q. 157. Shall every tongue confess that Jesus Ci^rist^iji. 
Lord, to the glory of God the Father? -^^ 

** A. Yes, and every knee bow too, and those who will mei^l 
bow to his mercy, must bow to his justice ; for God wi 
glorified, either in displaying . the riches of his mel9fyj.Um9ii^A 
penitent believers, or in displaying the purity of his gof«B|^j 
ment, in the just punishment of obstinate unbelievers^ ^^'^ 

Q. 158. Is endless misery good tidings of great joy loi^ 
people? 

A. No: but the announcement of a provision made to sn' 
man from endless misery was. Noyv, in our turn, we ask 
the value of this provision lessened any, from the consid 
that it is not bestowed upon mankind with a license to co; 
all manner of crimes with impunity? ^ y^^ 

Q. 159. Could man be endlessly miserable, without 
endlessly a sinner? . 

A. 'No: for none but sinners deserve to be miserablEi^i 
whether sinners wp^j^jQitinue their evil course until 
wicked actt^ ^j^^i^^essary, or until they hav 
control oveta^fe iJM l^ ornot, we eannot-sayi irj9. 
rather cQi|q|(i|e ^t r wFbe that as it may, Aief^t 
With Ji^6^thi^gii£l|^ 
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Maker's service, and thereby be incapable of contracting any 
new guilt, yet they never can rescind the obligation they are 
under to serve God, in whose service alone they can bo 
happy. 

Q. 160. If sin exist eternally, can it be true that Christ was 
to finish transgression and make an end of sins? Paniel ix, 24* 

A. The passage in Daniel here alluded to, has no reference 
to the sins of individuals. Daniel, in the 2d verse of this chap- 
ter, shows that according to the prophecy of Jeremiah, the 
Jews were to remain seventy y^ars captive, at Babylon. 
Daniel, finding that the time was accomplished, supplicated 
the. Almighty for their deliverance. Gabriel was commifih 
sroned to inform Daniel that the seventy prophetic weeks were 
accomplished; that justice was satisfied and now God had 
obliterated the crimes of the nation, and wiped away all the . 
transgressions and sins, that had drawn down the heavy judg- 
ments of God upon them. 

It is saM that drowning mice will catch at straws. To 
quote the above passage of scripture, in support of unive^salism 
looks very much like catching at a straw. 

Q. 161. As Jesus gav« himself a ransom for all men can 
he ever see of the travail of his soul and be satisfied, if endlcusf 
misery be true? , 

- A. This question was fully answered, when the 73d ques- 
tion was under consideration. 
* Q. 162. Do you hope that endless misery will prove true? 

A. We believe in endless misery, as the portion of the 
pli^ly impenitent, on the solid evidence of scripture and com- 
Hkpn sense; but to hope for the endless misery of one soul, or 
iii^ soul, has no connexion with the subject in debate. 
;i^^^ 163. Is /^ faith the substance (or foundation) of things 
iw^d for?!? .Hebrews xi, 1. . ^ 

- a^^*' Fl^^says so, and adds, that it is the evidence of things 
i^en. 
|(|4. If endl^s misery is not^i^Dl^g bopedibfi^lfl^ it^ 
iidicieirf'tbe C^stiim 
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A. Was not the downfall of the Jews an article at U^% 
of PauPs faith? Had it not been so plainly foretold, that BbIA 
said he could wish himself accursed from Christ, rather tl^ii 
it should fall on them? And did Paul hope for the accompli;^ 
ment of this article of his faith? Are not all the cbmpH 
miseries of human nature, consequences of sin? And is 
every thing connected with sin an article of the ChrisiiiuE 
faith? If so, which particular, among the mass of evils, 4i^;l 
truth of which stand or fall with the Chiistian religion, i»-^S^' 
object of the Christian's hope? The truth isj^ the aull^o^ 
these questions seems to be little acquainted, either with|. 
nature of hope or its object. Hope, is made up of desi^ tfi^ 
expectation. Future good is its object. Now are there m^ 
disappointment, disease and death, ahead of every huo^jl^ 
being? Are not all these articles of the Chistian faith, 
are they the objects of his hopes also? Has Mr. ThoB^ ;^ 
forgotten that man's fears have objects ahead, as well as 
hopes,* and has he also forgotten, that our Lord hlillelf 
future ^inisery an object of man's fears and nbt his h 
Strange divinity, indeed, that no truth can be an article 
Christian fatth without being an object of Christian hope| 
We would advise Mr. Thomz^s to study divinity a little bei 
before he attempts again either to preach or print it. 

Q. 165.. Is it certain that one soul will be lost? 

Q. 166. Is it certain, that one scml will be savc^l 

Q« 167. Is it certain that all will not be damned! 

Q. 168. la it certain that all will not be saved? 

A. Here is a messx>f questions all of thei same kidm 
which we reply, that the certainty or uncertainty jtrf" 
man's salvation depends upon the good or bad use he!ip^ 
the manifold grace. (tf God. For "the grace ^f 
bring|i|glvation, ^a^ appeared ixx b!^ mettj j^^ii^g 
deny u^odii«^igi1lid woiidly lusts* and to Uvi^^ 
teously^faiaiifiHIl in ^is prias^t world." Wl 
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regarding Ais teaching, or obeying its practical injunctions. 

Q. 169. Can that be certain that is not decreed? 

A. Does the querist mean to apply the term certainty to 
every event that transpiresi and thus insinuate that all things ^ 
are decreed? If he does, then God decreed sin. Now, if we 
believed this, we would deny the justice of future punishment 
too, nor would we stop at that; we would deny the justice of 
punishment in time also; because we cannot see the justice of 
punishipent in time, any more than in eternity; for doing the 
will of God; in other words, for fulfilling his decree; if he 
does not, he must then admit that many things certainly take 
place about which there was no dedree. 

Q. 170. If it be certain, that one soul will be saved, must 
there not be a decree concerning the salv9.tion of a definite, 
fixed, number? 

A. If it be certain, that one soul will repent,' and obey the 
gospel, mu^there not be a decree concerning the repentance 
and obedieirce of a definite, fixed, number? Is not the latter 
position as good as the one that went before? And if the 
former is any proof of the final salvation of all men, in a future 
world, is not the latter a proof of the repentance and obedience 
of all men in this world? 

Q. 171. If the number of the saved be definitely fixed, 
must not the number of the damned be equally definite? 

A. If the number of those who repent and obey in time 
be definitely fixed, must not the number of those who will not 
repent and obey be equally definite? In fine, we wish it to be 
&irly understood, that we have no faith in Calvinistic decrees, 
wbether presented to us in the garb of modem universalism or 
1^ the tattered habiliments of St. Augustine, the Dominicau 




' ^e believe that the Almighty has^iiS^ied by ^Shr as 
tpoUferable as the throne of heaven, that be wifl reward the 
tteoud aad punish the wicked; but we <!^^ot l^^ie^ God 
lUMBoIutely decreed that any man shftU be eithip^mk.^<^^ylK 
dtecL 
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Q. 172. If there be no certainty in relation -to the S^ 
dee tiny of man, is not salvation a work of chance? "" 

.A. If there be no certainty in relation to those who obey 
the gospel in this lifc) is not gospel obedience a work of chancel 
To be plain, we look on all such questions as mere fudg^ 
The doctrine of the bible in relation to the nature of Go&k 
moral government over man, is nearly as plain as the Jfso m. 
a man^s face. When we tak^ into consideration mBj/Pi se^ / 
of accountability to his Maker, for his principles andcondac^ 
k shows, as clear as the sun that shines at noonday, that hajp^ 
piness, under God^s govemmenty is suspended on the manaet 
in which man exerciser the powers of mind and body thatCkdl 
has given him. Moral happiness, the happiness of a reasoEh' 
able being, depends on the liberty of option. There can be n^ 
rational enjoyment, where compulsion overrules; but in eflte 
eluding this answer let us ask, was there any chance direc^^ 
the matter when God fixed the plan of his govc^jMnent ov<f 
man? Was there any chance directing the mattiv when Gdl 
gave ^ man those free powers which universal experiendill 
proves he can exercise, either in doing right or wrong? Agiui^ ' 
is there any chance in the deliberations of that mind that 
thus choose and fix upon its own course of conduct^ tbrdi 
life. Once more, universalians say, that gospel salvati< 
this life is conditional ; but salvation as it regads those thai 
wicked, is unconditional; that is, the salvation of some 
the efiect of choice, while the salvation of others is the ei 
offeree; but that with one and all, so long as they live fi 
world, it is optional with th^m, whether their Maker shall ^ 
^em on the principle of freedom or force; and yet wl 
systems of others nw^lt be chargeable with the 
jchance, their systep<4t^seems must be entirely cle^^ of ' 
Q. 173. WJn^ fetter is cluLnCe than athei^ntf ' ■t.m'W 

n adopted either by uniyei^ali^its 
ttud, if^^els^lJllPi^fLDrt^e in^ ukiteT, thek 9^ 
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of each eouWould be, is not that end as certain as if it waa 
decreed? . 

A. When God created Adam he knew just as much about 
Ihe fall of our first parents, as he did about the final end of man- 
Was the fall of man as certain as if it were decreed? We 
should like to know the precise idea the gentleman attaches 
to the;;ljerm decree. Does he suppose it to be an act of the 
divine niind ? If he does, then thfere was a time when all God's 
decrees took place, and so they could not have existed from 
eternity. Now so far the subject is plain. Our next inquiry 
is, were those acts of the divine mind voluntary or involuntary? 
If the first, it is evident as demonstration can make it, that 
God's foreknowledge of future events was suspended on the 
voluntary decisions of the divine mind. If the latter be true, 
then all those acts, together with the events that have grown 
out of them, is the effect t)f necessity, and could not be otheiv 
wise than^ey are. Now, if this is the case, is not the doc- 
trine of faffiism true; and is not the whole bible scheme of 
redemption, as purporting to be founded on the principles of 
moral agency, one of the most ridiculous farces ever invented? 
—and that invention palmed upon a being said to be wise and 
good. %it why talk about invention? Does not invention 
imply contrivance, and is not contrivance the operation of a 
mind comparing the worse with the better, and selecting the 
the best means, to effect the end? But let us inquire, is there 
any choice in necessity ? Was the Almighty compelled from 
necessity, to put the whole chain of causes and effects (necei^ 
sity the first cause with the entire concatenation of circumi"' 
stances and events) into operation f If so necessity is our God 
and fate his offspring. Now, what goodness or wisd^nn ifi 
there mthe matter? Is God good £>r bestowing what he 
could not withhold? And is he wise in adf^^ing means Hia 
coold not avoid? "* -^'^ 
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Q. 176. Will not a merciful God bo>^alway8 as M 
to his crtatures as the merciful man is to his beast? 

A. Yes ; and much more so j for merciful men often c 
their beasts for faults they are incapable of Jkndwiiijf 
avoiding, while the Almighty is longsufiering to usward, 
the midst of crimes, knowingly committed, foigiving 
iniquities, transgres^ons, and sins. « 

Let us examine this comparison a little more t>artic 
We should like to know what Mr. Thomas would allow erf^ 
merciful man to do with a refractory horse, that it was 
sible for him to conquer, either by stripes or kindness^ W- 
to get the smallest service from him; more esp^ially if -' 
horse was spoiling all the rest of his horses. Would lie 1^ 
him to keep the horse and feed him, although he could 
nothing out of him, but kickei? 

Q. 177. Is it true that the tender mercies of the Loidi 
over all his works? ^* 

A. It is; and our view of that mercy which cBa ei< 
over his works is, that it is regulated by wisdom. He ezei 
it in exact accordance with the necessity of the case, 
quishing the penalty, whenever goodness can make 
relinquishment accord||^th justice. Not so with uni^ 
they say God never exercises any mercy towards the ali|j 
Mr. Spear says, ^^universalism provides no way for the 
to escape; it nevertheless urges to repentance, not to 
the punishment, but to prevent a repetition of theol 
Now, if God punishes to the full amount of what justice 
there is no exercise of mercy in the matter. The d 
of justice being entirely satisfied by suffering, the law 
further claim. The msll is entitled to salvation, uidepei 
of mercy. Thus accol^g to iihiversalusn (Sod liiis Ji^S 
on sinners — ^thexjntist suffer all they deserve "^i^hoift 
ration or j^pr* / ' .^^f»r'^ 
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Q. 1^9. Would there be any tender mercy in. the infliction 
of endless misery ? 

. A. We have ah-eady, in various forms of expression, shown 
that punishment wherever inflicted, is the choice of a less evil 
%o prevent a^eater. This is the last alternative with Deity, to 
prevent the dire effects of moral evil from destroying the har* 
mony and happiness of heaven. 

Q. 180. Are the tender mercies of the Lord like the tender 
mercies of the wicked, which are cruel ? 

A. As Mr. Thomas sanctions Mr. Spear's view of God's 
mercy, by giving it to the public, we shall leave him to draw 
the comparison himself j persuaded that he will find the wicked 
possessed of as much mercy, as the being that possesses none. 
Should Mr. Thomas not like the comparison in that shape, we 
will say a few words descriptive of our view of the tender 
mercy of God, and leave Mr. Thomas once more to draw a 
parallel, if he thinks our doctrine will afford one. 

We have'jWready observed, in this work, that.mercy on the 
part of the Deity, is that modification of divine goodness that 
has a guilty creature for its object, and that apt of benevolence 
|>y which it displays itself is called pardon j now, as every act 
«^ihe divine mind, in reference to manys the dictate of good - 
|i^^ we may rest assured, that infinitpWrisdom will so direct 
|ii6r<>perations of that goodness, that in the infliction of punish* 
meiit there shall be no cruelty attached to it. 
■ s^ 181. If God is not the father of sinners, why do sinnerg 
saying " our Father," forgive us our trespasses? 
182. Have we not all one Father? Hath not one GocH 
us? . . 

Ck>d is our Father, by creation, in the same sense that 
Father of all created things. He is the Father of the 
all liesh. He is the Father, in a moral point of vieWf 
t<^e who bear his moral image, tn i^ these resp^ct^ 
iy^ be said to be our Father* But by j^UiiHg loan Jbaa 
mmi image of his Maker^ and b^co|^^B^^%^ i^ 
; 4efUisb« lluis imf^%-M wM<^ $g0^^%^^^^ 
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constituted him a child of God, in a spiritual sense; 
man is again renewed in the spirit of his mind; or% 
guagc of Jesus Christ, bom again of the spirit, he 
child of God or enter into the kingdom of heaven. 

Q. 183. If God be the Father of all men, ^U 
for his children than earthly parents would do for 

A. Though God is the Father of all men, by 
is not the Father of all men by regeneration ; and 
will always do exactly right by all his children, whidht 
parents do not always do, yet, like them, he will disi 
those who forfeit their inheritance by disobedience. 

Q. 164. Is it true that God punishes us for our 
we might be made partakers of his holiness t 
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A. The reformation of offenders is doubtless 

for which punishment is inflicted, but we think it is i 

little purpose where men instead of becoming holy ^ 

and worse, as. long as they stay in time, ^- 

Q. 185, Would endless punishment be for our p 

A. Thisjquestion, like some of the former, 

ishment is never inflicted but for the benefit of t|i# 

Why do our state lai^^onsign criminals to the 

itentiary, during liJHr Is it to benefit the ofiem 

shows the^ necessity of confining or punishing i 

sinners, to keep them from injuring others. • ^ 

Q. 186. Would endless punishment yield the 

fruits of righteousness unto them which areesterci 

Q. 187. Is there any i^erward to etexitity^ 

A. These two qiiiestions are predicated On ai| 

interprelfftiQn cif H^p^s, xii^ 11. That the ai 

pmi9i^f was ^seouraj^bg his persecuf iid h; 

aid|f th»ir sore^ ^^ ^m&rihp w^y^i 
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" Blessed are ye when men shall revile you and persecute 
70U, and shall say all manner of evil against you, falsely, for 
my sake. Rejoice and be exceeding glad, fot great is your 
reward in heaven." Matthew y, 11, 12. Look for a moment^ 
and see whether the peaceable fruits of righteousness follow 
punishment, according to the universalian scheme, which ia 
thai all punishment for sin takes place in this life. Paul does 
not call those afflictions that befall the righteous punishmenta; 
he represents them as the chastenings of a kind father, to en- 
hance the happiness of his obedient children. 

Let us now notice the effects of the various descriptions of 
punishment that constitute the universalian hell and which 
fall on the wicked in this life. ■ " 

A culprit is put into the penitentiary for entering a house 
and stealing a watch. He serves cut his time, or breaks pris- 
on, and instead of his punishment yielding the peaceable 
firuits of righteousness, he comes forth doubly refined in wick- 
edness, and the next time you hear from him he is in for steal- 
ing a horse. Again; a pickpocket is transported to Botany 
Bay. He serves out his time or runs off, comes back, and 
commences highway robbery. The votary of intemperance 
is confined to his bed with the gout. I^ murmurs at Provi- 
^nce, sends for a physician, gets nRr, and returns, with 
juioreasing avidity, to his favorite indulgence, and finally sinks 
' into, a premature grave, without one symptom of reformation 
Jtljoat him. The lover of licentious pleasure contracts a dis- 
lBa9© that hurries him to the borders of the grave; the doctor' 
fCHieues him, restores him to health, and he returns at once to ^ 
^||;fbrmer course. 

%^^^^^® ^^^ specimens, though not vei^ well calculated to 
t&Q p^ceable fruits of righteousness that result from 
fiamshment inflicted on the wicked, may serve to show the 
jculous (kud base manner in which universalists prostitute 
psp^lrf^eiod. 

P^ Cm any doctrine be too good to be true 7 
L^^l^^fose Mr. Thomas will odnat, &»?b ^fiVk.^\i ^^ 
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Pope 6f Rome published thesale of indulgences, gi 
stipulated price the privilege, for a given period, of Coi 
sin with impunity, that the promise of absolution, in this 
was rather too good to be true. If so, we hope he will kl< 
us with the belief that the doctrine is too good t9be' tme 
represents the Great Pope as granting to man the pri^^^^ 
sinning as much as he pleases, in time, without being did 
able for it in eternity; we further remark, that no doctrfiicti 
. be true that is not good ; neither can that doctrine be tru%1 
belief of which has no tendency to benefit any being itti 
tence ; but which, if acted on, may do a great deal of haiti^^ 

First, that doctrine cannot be good that encourages . mA4ft^ | 
believe, that if they will bear up under a few twinges of c^ 
science, the short time they live, they may. commit any x0^^ 
they please with impunity, as it respects any fears fpt 
future. 

Second, that doctrine cannot be true the belief of whiii^ 
no tendency tb benefit those who believe it. If all men 
be eternally happy, whether they believe a lie or th^ 
whether they kill their hungry 'neighbour, or feei 
wfrether they love God, or hate him, it is a matter of 
mohient what we j^iieve; Faith is said to be a pCf^ 
principle of action.^«,so, let us suppose acase>l0 
good or bad tendency of this doctrine. Here then V^ 
who from childhood has lived destitute of the moral 
of religion, until wrong habits have gained a powei'fifl^j 
dency over him. As it has pleased God by the foeli 
^preaching, to save them that believe, we will suppose 
preachers the one a piiversalist, the other not, cOi 
bie their duty to j^r^ph to this mati. The one who 
in future pumshmen;^ commences Brsi: h^ tells ItTe 
God made otir firi^tparonto in' Ms own kaiigl^,^^^ 
tWBimsijm;tif^ iMelmAk^f that h«^plao0d^6m4fi sTl 
gard«%i|fU^ mtb «i^^ Idnds of fidi^ iMid%| 
calculatel^d:idal|^ tbe^^l^f liMl^leif iii^ 
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tn6nt of his authority over them, planted one tree with the 
rest, the fruit of which he prohibited their tasting, on pain of 
death. The preacher then informed the man that they did 
eat of this fruit, in opposition to the will of God and thus in- 
curred the penalty. He further informed him that God sent 
his Son to repair our fir^t parents' fallen fortunes, and give 
them and their posterity an opportunity, once more, of obey- 
ing the commands of God, in future, so that by living up to 
the requisitions of the Almighty, they should secure an ever- 
lasting inheritance in heaven, after death; but if they diso- 
beyed the gospel, they must lie down in misery forever. 

The universalian then commences, and .tells the man, that 
there is hardly a word of truth in what the other preacher had 
taught him, — that he had set out wrong, continued wrong, and 
endeiwrong. Says he, the gentleman has told you that 
God had created man in his own image, in righteousness and 
true holiness. Now, that is not so; for had ** they-been con- 
stitutionally holy, they never could have yielded to it" (temp- 
tation.) See an article in the New York Christian Messen- 
ger, and Philadelphia Universalist, entitled Original Creation 
of Man. He told you, that the Almighty planted the tree of 
the knowledge of good aij^d evil in theffarden, as a test of 
man's obedience, and as a monument wGod's authority over 
him. Neither is this the truth. God planted it there, "not 
to be a useless object of creation," but 'provided it before he 
made man, for the purpose of tempting him and leading him 
into sin. See the same article. He told .you that our first 
p^ents transgressed the will of God by sinning. This, also, 
is untrue; for nothing can be done contrary to the willof God; 
fpt Yfere it so, " what providence or omnipotence does it leave 
1^?" It was therefore the will of God, that Adam should 
1^1, for "had he not ginned he never could have known what 
jiness was." Se,e the same essay. He told you that man 
placed in a jg;arden where every thing was calculated to 
him happy; so far he spoke truth, but, he tried to mia- 
you, by stating, that man wasijappy wUe^VL^kA. ^^^^^ 
" . ' "13 ^ 
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him in the garden, and that he- made himself miserable lyl 
eating the forbidden fruit. Just the contrary is the fact; ^ 
instead of our first pajents being happy, "they never cduld- 
have known what happiness was, if they had not sinned." 
He told you that man's sins, if persisted in, would land him in 
endless misery; instead of this being true, man's sins wfll 
only occasion his heavenly father to chastise him for his profit 
that he may be made partaker of his holiness," and thou^ 
*'no chastisement for the present seemeth joyous but grievous, 
yet afterward (after this life) it yieldeth the peaceable frdta 
of righteousness." So you see the gentleman's doctrine in 
reference to all who live and die wicked, is all fudge, as all 
mankind, no matter how they live here, will be happy after 
death. You now have our two systems before youj ci:KX)se 
for yourselfl '- V ' ; 

Methinks I hear the man of common sense reply, Yes, sii^ 
have heard your two systems of divinity. If the first be tile^^ 
my case is bad enough. Yet as there is a provision made ii§ 
all mankind, and a very reasonable and ample one, there 
promising prospect that I may soon attain to the enjoymeBdf 
the happiness provided for me. If I will not accept of 
terms, which are as^asonable as heart can wish,! find I 
no body to blame buRnyself, even if I should have to lie 
in misery. In adhering to this system, I discover there 
risk, even if your system be true, yourself being the j 
But by adhering to your system, and acting upon it, db 
prove false, all is'gone. 

But let us look your system right in the face. TrU 
never be put out of countenance by honest exUminatienu 
gay that God ^^prej^lwed the tree before he made maiiV 
pose to tempt him; that he might sin ; it beiBg GodV 
he should sin; for he oould not know what happb^lii' 
until he did sin." Now I fifid a sinful nature in me, 
say God put there, when he created me; and "this 
ture, craves forbidden fruit. This, according to y< 
was aa arrangenicAit of Providence, that I might 
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son OT servant is wrong, that the filial and affectionate fear of 
offending a kind parent or good master, must be wrong? Or 
is love wrong when placed on a legitimate object, because it 
is so when placed on an improper one ? 

Q. 208. Can fear imbue the soul with perfect love? 

A. Fear, like every other constitutional power, that the 
Almighty has implanted in man, has its province assigned to 
it, and, when properly exercised, in subserviency to divine 
grace, it always tends to the prosperity of the soul ; and so fer 
from operating in opposition to perfect love, it always operates 
in harmony with it. The kind of fear that perfect love casts 
out, is the slavish fear that accompanies guilt, which fear is 
the effect of disobedience : but when man becomes reconciled 
to God having bowed with submissiveness to the divine gov- 
ernment, and becomes justified by faith, he then Hfe peace 
with God. The old tormenting fear is cast out and the love 
of God is shed abroad in the heart, by the Holy Ghost given 
unto him : but this is neither the experience noi: the privilege 
of the wicked, as such. 

Q. 209. Must not they who believe and tremble, be pos- 
sessed of the faith of devils ? 

A. Will Mr. Thomas undertake to say, that ttose persons 
who tremble at the word of the Lord, Isaiah Ixvi, 2 — 6, were 
possessed of the faith of devils; or were the kings and judges 
of the earth, whom the Psalmist advised to " serve the Lord 
with fear and rejoice with trembling^' Psalms ii, 11, possessed 
oif the faith of devils ? We readily agree that those whose faith, 
like the devils^ is unaccompanied with good works, and fraught 
with evil ones, are possessed of the faith of devils. But who are 
tbose devils that believe and tremble! - Will Mr. Thomas tfd 
so good as to tell us who the apostle alluded to, when ha said, 
/die devils also believe and tremble? 

'fr: Q. 210. Does the belief of endless punishment canse ^ 
(Ver to rejoice with joy xinspeakable and full of glory?., .. 

A* No« But the having recei«l||the end of tbw iSjik 
ifUvatioo of ttieir eouls^ causes ifir* — 
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Q, 211. Can the belief of any thing short of imitreocsd 
i^vation, fill the soul with joy and peace? 
^A. The abstract belief of the universal salvation of all men 
is not essential to the enjoyment of joy and peace; if it is, noQP 
but universalists can enjoy them. 

Q. 212. Will not the devil and all his works be destroyed? 

A. That the devil will be destroyed, with all other wicked 
beings there can be no doubt. The scripture is plain on this j 
point. See 2 Thessalonians i, 9, " Who shall be punished wiA 
everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord and from 
the glory of his power" — "and the devil that deceived them 
was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone." Rev. xx, 10. 
But that the work of the devil will ever be destroyed, is not so 
plain. John in his first epistle, iii, 8, says " for this purpose 
the S<|i| (^ God was manifested, that he might destroy thj^ 
works pf ^^e devil." True " God so loved the world that he 
gave hi^^ljfl^ begotten Son, that whosoever believeth on ^dm 
should not perish but have everlasting life." Mr. Thomas ^^^j^ 
not contend, that all mankind are saved on condition of iatt^ 
in Christ. If then the work of the devil is not destroyed M^ 
time, we want some evidence of its being destroyed in eteci^tty/ 

Q. 213. Will not death the last enemy, be swallowed ^fi| 
in victory, and destroyed? 

A. The context, as Well as the text itself, shows that 
salvation of all mankind is not inferrible from this pass 
The context reads, " then cometh the end (of liis medm 
kingdom) when he shall have delivered up the (mediajt- 
kingdom to God, even the Father,- when he shall have 
down j^ rule, and authority, and power; for he must re^gp^ 
he J^ put all his enenpaes under his feet.^' 1 Corinthia 
24, Now, that this passage refers to the fulfilment of 
cbadnezzer^s dream, as interpreted by Daniel there c»j| 
4aabt: for ^^io the days of those kings shall the God df, 
l^t up^a mi^xa whipb jshall never be destroy<sd,^ 
*^*^1top sh^ja^ t>oJjtei#er pjBpplej but it^halji 
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forever. Dan. ii, 44. That is, it shall stand, until it hath 
" put down all rule, and all authority, and power" that is not 
based on the principles of the Christian religion, and hav&g 
put^all civil and ecclesiastical despotisms under his feet, thoge 
enemies to the pure and peaceful reign of the Messiah, he 
windg^up all by the resurrection of man's body from the grave; 
he calls this the last ene^iy, in distinction from those he had put 
under his feet, and becalUse it was the last act of his mediato- 
rial office, previous to his giving up the kingdom to God the 
Father. 




EXTRACTS 
From the Evangelical Magazine, and Gospel Iffl^dte. 

In Vol. 7, No. 9, February 1836, in an article'V^ from 
the Rambler No. 3, by Rev. C. Spear on Forgiveness, his 
second Paragraph is in these words " the great object which 
the writer has now in view is to show the vast importance of 
exercising a spirit of forgiveness." 

f Mr. Spear in enforcing this duty, adverts to the petition in 
the Lord's prayer — ^^ Forgive us our debts as we forgive our 
debtors," and to the exhortation of the apostle " Be kind one to 
another, tender hearted, forgiving one another, even as God, 
for Christ's sake, hath forgiven you." 

The same writer, in No. 4, of the Rambler, No. 10, of the 

pieriodical, quotes the following text: <^ Let the wicked forsake 

hiBi/iray, and the unrighteous man his thoughts, and:ll^ him 

letum unto the Lord and he will havd mercy upon hijao^ ^d 

.unto our God and he will abundantly pardon.", Isaiah Iv, 7, 

iSfere the writer admits the exercife of mercy and forgiveness, 

the part of Deity; and yet who would believe it, — iathis 

article. he denies the exercise oLm ercy and forgiveneBl 

pxrt of thp Almighty, — t'budflporting both^fi^S^ of^t 

We have given ouootLoC \3»a c«ti^^^^' 
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let us give the other " the motive generally employed by,: 
o]jj|gians to produce repentance is the avoidance of punisti^. 
ment: but this is not right. There is no way to escape tite 
consequences of past transgrc^ssion : 'he that doeth wionj^. 
shall receive for the wrong which he hath done, and there is 
no respect of persons with God,' ' though hand join in hand^ 
the wicked shall not go unpunished.'* Such is th)3 testimoirf 
of holy writ." In answer to the foregoing we observe; fin^f 
that, however Mr. Spear may support the opposite sides o£# 
contradiction, he must excuse us for dissenting from the Cfi^i 
elusion, that scripture supports both sides too. We will i^oiir^ 
quote the passages to which Mr. Spear has alluded- for^^ija' 
purpose of showing that universalists are sometimes ted ilil9 
error tgraot fixing upon some principle, to reconcile the seeffli^V' 
^^^^y ^'VHN^^^ contradictions of scripture for want of whidl^ 
they s^^S bible at war with itself. 

In upHSbrd's prayer, is the following petition ^' forgiv^ 
our debts as we forgive our debtors." Matth. vi, 12. In Ej 
sians iv, 32, it is thus written, " And be ye kind one to anoi 
tender hearted, forgiving one another, even as God, for C 
sake, hath forgiven you." In these two passages quoted 
Mr. Spear is the doctrine of forgiveness on the part of 
taught. That the writer understands these passages as 
ing that the Almighty exercises forgiveness towards ma%> 
sins that are past, is evident from the use he makes of 
which is, to enforce the duty of forgiveness by man ^fil 
fellow man. Now, as the forgiveness enjoined on niaap||| 
fellow is a sober reality, we are not to suppose that Mr* 
believed that the forgiveness taught by our Lord and.ty|j|^i 
ties was as it respected the Almighty, a mere tH^^ 
flourish that meant nothing. If Mr. Spew did u 
thoee texts as teaching th^ God does forgive the paat 
those who forgive others, what are we ^ think of i|if 
.^ncy, in quoting the following passages^ ^ sup 
opposite theory? >^ 4BN ^^ doeth wtomg 
ibe wrong wbicht &e Ipinon^i and diHMre^jil 
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§ons.*'' Col. iii, 25. " Though hand join in hand, the wicked 
shall not go unpunished." 

He says, " such is the testimony of holy writ," and this he 
gives in proof that man cannot escape the consequences ef 
past transgression. What Mr. Spear would make forgiveness 
to refer to, when exercised by Deitylowards mafi, we cannot 
imagine. We always took it for granted that forgiveness, 
whenever it was exercised, was a remission of the penalty ibr 
sins that were pa«t. The idea of forgiving sins before they 
are committed is novel -to us. 

If Deity does exercise forgiveness, it must be done either 
before or after the commission of crime. Mr. Speaf says, it is 
not afterward. Hence the only conclusion we can make from 
the premises aflforded us is, that forgiveness takes place before 
the crime is committed. If this is an unfair coiftt^n, we 
hope Mr. Spear or some of his friends will set us ri]^^~ 

As far as we have been able to underslah#* ihislftiS|er, in 
the above production, he has supported both sides of the con- 
tradiction, to do which, with success, he has pressed the 
scriptures into his service, and by so doing has afforded infidel- 
ity an opportunity of drawing the triumphant conclusion, that 
the bible is at war with Itself. ♦ 

We are not willing to admit that the bible or the Christian 

religion as supported by the bible, are in any way chargeable 

with contradiction. Had not Mr. Spear's anxiety to support a 

^■fevorite conclusion — a conclusion alike repugnant to scripture 

jBind common sense — betrayed him into an error, we have too 

^Biiich charity to suppose him capable of prostituting scripture 

J. Intentionally, in support of two opposite conclusions. But so 

3'; igftger are universalists to establish their notion that punish- 

I'^iieiit for sin is all inflicted in this life, that tliey may thus set 

^^iplde the doctrine of future punishment, that they have estab- 

a theory (already noticed in this work} setting aside the 

of divine mercy or forgiveness, and have proclaiOied 

world that man shall suffer JJK entire penalty liT his 

wlietber he repents or not. ^ 







;-•* :X 



^ 



2i5 



MODERN UNIVERSALISM. 



Being acquainted with Mr. Spear's views on this subjec^#«if;^ 
were astonished when we got hold of this last article, to fyaA^I 
him supporting opposite conclusions, and that in the 
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atticle, ana endeavoring to do it from scripture too. 

We will now endeavor to rescue those texts from the HW*. 
to which Mr. Spear has applied them. We are conscious 4n# 
scripture (when properly explained) can never be made 
support an incofisistent system. Hence no other system 
the one we advocate can reconcile the sieeming inconsiste: 
of those passages. The truth of our views is written on tlici^^ 
passages, as with a sun beam. Take the passages on pti 
ment : and fii'st, " he that doeth wrong shall receive ^ 
wrong which he hath done." The verb doeth is in the p 
tense and stamps the character on the wrong doer, to 
the tlir«ltj||&ngs of the gospel are applied. Now th^Bit 
doctrine more dearly taught in the scriptures than the eo] 
tionality of the^lispel promises and threatnings. • " Say f^ 
the righteous, that it shall be well with him, for they 
eat the fruit of their doings. Wo unto the wicked it 
be ill with him, for the reward of his hands shall be given 
Isaiah iii, 10, 11. Here the promise and threatning a 
hibited without any condition annexed; but the following^* '' 
sages show that all such promises and threats have a eotii 
implied if not expressed. "Say unto them, as I live, s 
Lord God, I have no pleasure in the death of the wick^d|- 
that the wicked turn frd^n his way and live: turn ye; 
from your evil way6, jbr why will ye die ? O house of 
These have ne a^^dn to the death of the body, that' 
whether men tvttn or not. Neither could it mean 
death, they were cariially minded a]|^y Whicb -& 
Only one more death remains which is eternal deaftV'^ 
ibre thou soDi of man, say unto the children 

fiifbdusness of tibe righteous shall not delivcHT Mm % 
tiHiBgressioti ; a^r tiie wickedness 
irfber^ylRl^^ day ^t b# 
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the fallacy of Mr. Spear's theory, in respect to the sinner not 
escaping the penalty of his past sins. 

Another writer in the Evangelical Magazine, Md^^^^P®^ 
Advocate, whose signature is Amicus, has in an a^rek ujucpi 
the Rev. Josiah Key^ presiding elder at Cazenova, advancM 
the following doctrine: to wit, " It wJR hot because Adam had 
transgressed that he should return but because he was out of 
the ground, of dust, etc. Temporal death was an inevitable 
and dependent consequence upon the fact, that Adam was of 
dust: yes, temporal death was as certain upon Adam from the 
time of his first creation, as that he. was of dust." Again, in the 
next paragraph he says, " I believe and shall attempt to show 
at the proper time, that temporal death^f man was the original 
design of God." And in the following paragraph, he says , 
"But whether he sinned or not, the great event of^^eath tem- 
poral was before him, stamped oa his matqitd nature^ and 
involved in the truth that he was of thQ duSMad therefore 
must have returned to dust again." The writCT further ob- 
serves, ^^ It would seem, by the strange doctrine which you 
teach that God created man immortal, and man made himself 
mortal." 

I have no design of stepping in between this writer and 
Mr» Keyes, to help the revlBrend elder out of a scrape. -As I 
conceive he labours under an error as well as his antagonist, 
I am quite willing that he should fight out his own battle : but 
believing this writer to be in an egregious error on the subject 
cf temporal death and mortality I feel a willingness to put my 
irea4ers in possession of the truth as it reacts these par- 
4hailajts*^_ 

^^ifc the first place thej^: we notice the gentleman's view of 
tral death. His opinion is that it was part of the original 
of Bf evidence, concerning man. He supposed that^ 
nefe made naturally subject to dissolution, an4 wifs^lAI; 
lUed whether they sinned or not. We diifer frpi ti^ 
the following reasons: first| we believe, 
's goodness, exiubit^|li\k<^N4^\\a£^^^ 
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and revelatioD} that he never could have subjected max^[||' 
to the lingering painful miseries of dissolution, if he 
remain ed Jn nocent and holy. It would be an impeachiii^iil! 
of the fiRlIency of the divine character, to suppose 
d^ble of coi^iving the scenes of wretchedness and wo 
are the inseparable attdftlants of the present condition of i 
much less would he without an adequate cause, look <m^^i 
indifference at ihe result of such an arrangement, wherOf 
pains and groac^ of suffering humanity rob the fond hui 
of his wife, and the helpless infant of its mother. Would' 
a good God (but for the moral condition of mankind) laaive 
an arrangeciiiit that the dissolution of the body, had 
remained innocent, would have produced no more pan^^ 
falling into a refreshing sleep ? Nor would the rendij^j 
kindred ^s have been productive of anguish and sai 
heart. !fl| ^ij^]^ n an original arrangement of Provii 
manlund\ii^i|HPBVe acquiesced in it as readily as they 
the successicSFof the seasons or the revolutions of dayk 
night. Nor would there have been that dread and repu| 
to it, as something so unnatural and so uncongenial 
every feeling of the human heart. What! an innoo^i 
holy being shrink back and shudder at a natuml arri 
of its God ! The idea is too ridiculous to be admitted. 
Secondly, the scripture doctrine of the resurrectioa 
climax of absurdity of the gentleman's position. We^ 
from the auth<fl? iiik6 f Jesus Christ himself, that hei#f 
resurreofiio^ I^uBBH^,'' — the resurrection of the 
the spikfa^l^flpjip^oul. St. Paul, in the 15th 
1 Coi^tMaiol^P^ets thadisputed doctrine of the 
and Uaejqu^g^idly establishes the. rl^grrection of 
This t p^fp^plp will be admitted onlSl sides, .^1Pw«^ 
l^^^ieMf^^isbed, and the gentleman^ {K)9iti< 
iJkj tbatmanV bbd7#Ml be 
r, th4t Ohmt in raising ^ bodj 
frongi tkmjooi 
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apostle's reasoning on the subject of the resurrection in the 
chapter already quoted, commencing at the 12th verse. "Now, 
if Christ be preached, that he rose from the de{|||My()W say 
dome ampng you that there is no resurrecti^ft wfnB'd 
But if there be no resurrection of thread, ttf^ is not Clirilt 
risen. And if Christ be not risen, th^ is our preaching vain; 
and your faith is also vein. Yea, and we are false witnesses 
of God, because we have testified of God, tfeat he raisAu^ , 
Christ, whom he raised not up, if so be that the dead j^fmbiOt. ' 
For if the dead ris<ypiot, then is not Chri«t raised. ;:jPiid if 
Christ be not raised, your faith is vain ; ye are yet in yolfe|«ins. 
Then they also which are fallen asleep in Christ are perished. 
If in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of all men 
most miserable. But now is Christ risen from the dead, and 
become the first fruits of them that slept. ^^^M^M&t§ ^V ^^^ 
came death, by man came also the resurre^K^^pthe dead. 
For as in Adam alLdied so in Christ shall all ilHKe alive." 
Now here is the resurrection of the body established, be- 
yond contradiction. The next point we are to ascertain is 
whether this body is composed of the same materials of which ^ 
it was in its first state of Existence. We say yes : because 
the apostle predicates the resurrection of the body on Christ's 
resurrection. That Christ arose in the same body in which 
he sufiered death, is indisputable ; for, he says to his disci}>les, 
when they were Iferrified and affrighted supposing him a spirit, 
"Why are ye troubled, and why do thot^ts arise in your 
liearts? Behold my hands and my ^^V^^P it is I myselt 
Hpjidle me and see, for a spirit hath not oHMHid bones as ye 
pee me^ye» And when he had thus^spoken, he showed them 
hifl han^ and his feet.^Luke xxiv. That it was the saiOB 
V vientical body that wa9 Crucified, we learn from his address 00 
Imbelieving Thomas. "Reach hither thy finger al^ behold. 
jB^ hands, reach hither thy hand and thrust it into nply ^Si^;'.^ 
|ij|p4 h© Wt faithless but believing." V^ 1^ V*^; 

^^^hus we have established the certainty of the resi 
^^9^ nmteUal body from the grame. . Tb.'d ^^<:.W 
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have to attend to, is that man was subjected to dissolu^on^ at 
a consequence of sin. Paul says, in the 21st verse already 
quoted^^k)r since by man came death, by man came also 
lUiif jJ^SI^mi of the dead.^' Amicus would say^ by the Air 
ity camiiilpLth. 
Again, it iitwrittenTl John, iii, 8, « For thig purpose tht 
Son of God wa(p8aanifestcd, that he might destroy the work ol 
the devil:'' ^Jtt|if it was God's work, originally to subjecl 
maii^ dissoluffll, then a part of Christ's mission was to de» 
troy \\q work S^Jfod. The argument ^at puts this matter to 
rest at%nce ia0unded on the translation of jBnoch and Eiijab. 
Here are twppnstances, where, if Amicus be correct, the At. 
mighty ht(^e through his original arrangement. Againr we 
are told by Paul, in the chapter where he discusses therresof^ 
rection, du^ts^^Jimi this origioal arrangement of the 
mighty jBHHPIe with the myriads that are alive at tb( 
sound o^lPHp trump, that they shall not die (or steep, 
the apostle nas it) but shall all be changed. Whatever 
change may be, it is not a return to dust; for the apo^^ 
us, that Christ " shall change our vile bodyj that, it 
fashioned like unto his glorious body," Pb^. iii, 21 : 
apostle John says, iii, 2, " it doth not yet appear what 
be; but we know that when he shall appear we ^Oj!^ 
hniy for we shall see him as he is." Now if we aimUl^ 
him,, then we shall have material bodies, wftch sko^ 
thoiiapuidis that a|gtMive at the sound of the last 
iK)tt. bcf oonsHgnl^Jll^ dust, accor^ng to the 
For ^i^fllpf?' to his view respecting an 1 
Hlf^rl^I refill^ my readers to my answ 
h£«i^^ the Intermediafe' S Al of the 
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*' 60 ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to erery crea- 
ture. He that believeth and U baptised, shall be saved." ^ 

.^^ JtforA; XVI., 15 & IC. • 

'< Therefore I said, hearken unto me; I also will shew mine opin- 
ion." yo6 XXXII., 10. 
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TKSFACE. 



Tbe following worlg is presented to the publi%uDder a firm per- 
iitasioD of the correctness of the main positions^that they are both 
scriptural and reasonable; and thoug^h the details are but ao ab- 
stract of what might be said on the subject, yet they will be found 
Dof easily controverted. Be that as it may, we are entirely wil- 
ling to submit it to the crucible, so that should there^^ any droM 
it may be efie^^allypur|^|pr j||p 

In preseDtij^HMilHVwork to a religious public, We have not 
been iniueno^j^^^^H^le wish wantonly or designedly to wound 
the feelings o^iPK^ of our heavenly Father^s children of any 
religious order whatever; for, much as we esteem truth, we would 
not willingly advocate it at the expense of love — we have ther«. 
fore been careful not to advance any thing unnecessarily, that 
would have a tendency to produce that effect. 

'We make these remarks, because we are a n^M^ that we ha?« 
trenched upon ground occupied by almost evel^mligious order* 
our own not excepted, and therefore confidentJy calculate thai odr 
performance will bo the subject 6f critical examination, if not.of 
censure. All we ask, (though it is more than we expect in all €f&* 
sei^ ii a candid, as well as a careful examination of its contentv; 
thi* done, and we cheerfully confide its fate to thellisposal of Pro* 
vi(3enpe: trusting that the obscurity of the author will not b» 
thought a sufficient plea in the min#| of a^y, to induce them Id 

r;^tbroir aside tbe work without giving it a perusal. 

-^ THE AUTHOR. 
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TiTCs III, 5, 6. 

5. ** Not by workp of righteousnesB which we have done, but 
recording to his mercy he save^} us by the washing of regeneration and 
repewing of the Holy Ghost. 

6. Which he shed on us abundantly through Jegus Christ our 

SMiPur." 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS. 

No subject that has ever been presented to the intelligence of 
man, is so momentous as the science of Salvation. The design 
end intention of all other sciences, is,to enlarge the amount of > 
man^s happiness in time, and to afford him an opportunity of so- 
curing his happiness in a future world; a happiness, the founda- 
tion of wb|^ is deeply laid in the principles of moral order. A 
departurelpkn those principles on t]|f part of n^an, has laid the 
foundation of all that alMftount of misery iW^j^L^fcicident to man 
in time and eternity. ' W^Mmfi ^ 

The design of Providence in giving tnWBlptures of truth, 
was to arrest the attention and direct the views of mankind to 
this important subject, so that his return to the enjoyment of un- 
obstructed happiness might accord with the nature and principles 
of the divine^^ernment; but unhappily for man, his self-suffi- 
ciency in the interpretation of the sacred oracles, has led to an 
almost endless diversity of incon^uous and contradictory senti- 
ments, which has split the visible church into numerous divisions; 
while the invisible church, the body of Christ, is spiri^lly but 
one. igL 

Among the many subjectaf that has thus divided the church, 
Baptism has held aq^ now^olds a conspicuous place as an appl# 
of discord in the church. It has perhaps afforded as fimitfu} n 
source of division, as any one subject that has occupied the at 
^tion of the religious world since t^.int^uction of the chris^ 

Tor the attentivl^^d sincere inquirer into human nai 
the dispensations orGod to man, it must at once appeaj^ 
that the introduction of the entire rites and ceremonres 
dispensations, was intended as so maii|: livel^en^^mt 
iial things vouchsafed for the purpose o^ leading fliUK 
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tiie dailtne«B and moral gloom ofnaturei into the light and aptfR^- 
uality of the gospel kingdom. 

So difficult 18 it to wean man^s attention, and with it his aff«e« 
ttons, from those sensible objects with which h|| temporal faapfit? , 
ness is so inseparably connected, and to fix them upon objecta of 
enjoyment of a purely spiritual nature, that in order to efiectHhia 
transition, infinite wisdom resorted to the adoption of rites and 
ceremonies as po many sigoifi^sant emblems of spiritual things; 
not because there was any temporal advantage in the perform- 
ance of them, (for the very reverse was the fact, as we may leani 
from Peter, Acts XV, 10, where he calls the ceremonial law a 
yoke that neither they nor their fathers were able to bear;) bat , 
that the inquiries of the performers might lead them to the ua- 
derstanding of those spiritual matters to which they pointed. 
This view of the use of the Jewish ritual, is very plainly exem* 
plified by a few particulars here introduced: 

1st . The bloody sacrifices that were offered for the sins of the 
people, pointed to the bloody sacrifice of Christ f^^e sins 9f . 
the world. ^ Jp 

2d. The bkj^ QTjpinl^ling, denoted the forgiveness of na 
or redemption ^m|Mm through the blood of Jesus. 

3d. The baplppSf water, shadowed forth the washing of re< 
generation, or the cleansing of man's soul from moral pollution 
by the baptism of the Holy Ghost. 

All these significant signs and ceremonies had their compter 
tion the moment Christ Jesus gave up ihe gho^^Jpr at that nf»* 
ment the veil of the temple was rent in twain, wroh denoted tho 
passing away of all sign and Qpremony, and the disclosure of Hto 
substance in spirit and truth, and thus had their fulfilment in the 
openiijg^ the gospel dispensation. The two former parttculaitt 
V£(: thInicKidy sacrifices and bloody sprinklings, |M|d their fulfill 
niefi^t i^ the^deifNth of Christ on the eross; and the legal porifiet* 
ii^i^Jif mtkter lot water baptism, had its fiilfilmont in the oi^ 
^l^^lm^Hie S^rit of God, or baptism of tHe Holy Ghost. y^ 
;if^]^l, in the most unequivocal language,e^O?IWi 
^^tion of typical ordinances was done aw^ ^i^* 
, he havii^ naued them to his cross. (^. ll^ 
aanan judgment, aided 1^9|h^ influence 
e<X|^ion,4'^tei:poses a formioHm obstacle to • 
iJ^4NMit3^o&ii» gospel liing^ in itsiulaess; 
- -^-^* ij^Smto to aid te ^h© mr 

f^b9tit«iteF<H* holiness of he«rt,Aai 
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sands to this day continue to seek the suhstance in the sh^doi^ 
and so inveterate are the'ir prejudices in behalf of their favorit 
dogmas, that they are ready to set down all who differ with therr 
in opinion, as littig better than ihe subyerters of the very foun- 
dations ot Christianity. 

\^ have been led to make these rejections, and also to offer 
onr views on the subject of baptism, from a recent interview 
with a preacher of the CampbelUte baptist order, who seemed 
to lay so much stress on water baptism, as to almost if not alto- 
gether exclude all others from a participation in the kingdom of 
heaven, unless they entered it through the medium of this rite, 
performed loo according to his views. 

In order to place our views on this subject before an intelligent 
public, we have selected the foregoing text, in commenting on 
which we purpose attending to the following particulars: — 

1. There is but oae baptism belonging to the gospel dispen* 
sation. 

2. That this one baptism is ihe baptism of the Holy Ghost, 

3. The^piism of the Holy Ghost is the onlx saving baptism. 

4. That Christ never commanded wa|iBr baptisni as an ordi- 
nance of the gospel church. 

5. That water baptism, as practiced by^tbp apostles, was sim- 
ply an initiating rite of church membership, borrowed from the 
Jewish church.. 

Before entering fnto a discussion on those points, we purpose 
explaining a few^of the terms of the text: — * 

1st. ^ Not^ifi^tt^orks of righteoiLsnessjJohich we have done.^— 
The Jewish people expected to obtain salvation by a strict obser- 
vance of the rituals of the ceremonial law ; and many of^athose 
Jews who first en^raeed Christianity, still held on to thos^ i^ilu- 
fih with a tensity that at4imesgave much trouble to th^cbul 
and which lala the foundation for a large share^ the a} 
writings. The apostle ia this text taKes especuu^jeare to^ 
the doctrine of grac6 against the improper us& tha^i ihojs^c ^ 
sing teachers raad^of the doctrine of works, and|^j|wiiii 
satvation of the human family is deep laid in thd i^llu^idaM^ 
SfGod.^ '. : ^ 

2d. ' But occoi^Bg Uyhis mercy he saved K9.^— ^Mei^^ 
modification of ^i^ro goodness that hna^ guiJWcreat«i|$ 
object. To remove this guilt Jes^^ailiHBr /Sfe ^iiM i^ 
nans, chap. Ill, makes this rn^j^ii'^BBK^i^Mffl 
t|iat ^all have ehaned and come FhoifvnMmHBAfl 
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the Mth verfle he shows that the way is opened by the ' redemp* 
ition IKt is in Christ Jesu?,^ for the sinner to escape* frooiyf 
guilty condition. In the 25th verse, he shows why the death of 
Christ was necessary for man's redemption. He alto shows-la 
this verse, that on the ground of this redempt^ the long-sufief- 
ing of God is exercised toward the sinner, until a compliance 
with the conditions on his part, (which is faith in the bleed of 
Jesus,) shall fit him for the application of the benefits of this re- 
demption, which is the forgiveness of his past sins . The apestle 
in the next verse repeats the reason of Christ^s death: that it 
was to declare the righteousness of God — or in other words, te 
displ|iy the purity of God's holy government, witliout which it 
would not have been just to forgive sin . We learn from all this 
taken together^ that il was the original design of Deity that his 
glorious nature should be displayed on the part of man, by an 
humble submission to the principles of his righteous and holy^ 
government, whereby the glorious nature^f God woi>ld have 
been displayed in making man happy; burf in having abridged 
this glorious display, it now became necessary for Deity to dis- 
play it in anothe/ way. It is true the pure nature|l[^ God'a go- 
vernment could have been sufficiently di^layed by the executiea 
of his righteoul penahy on the offender; but this would have 
been a display of^joetice that would have eclipsed his goodness 
by abridging the highest exercise of its prerogative, that of ex- 
tending mercy to the guilty. But still the Almighty, to secure 
the honor of his government, suspends the final exercise of hit 
mercy on the ©edition of faith and obedience; ^to effect the Ie4f^. 
ter of which, the washing of regeneration becomei^ necessary, ^y^ 
We are aware that the advocates of water baptism apply thui^ 
clause of our tex#to their own views on that subject, and suppocf^ 
it to mean a vfashing with water; but a few reflections will siiow 

the faUacw of Itia flMpposition u ^ * #« 

llie iUiiltl^aj^'s the^Jr^r saved by tnls washing; 1^ 
Itsoi^en tvater baptism is a saving o 
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apesUe use the term regeneration? Did hp^ 
titfmja regeneration? If so, then Paulaj 
ijliated by the pronoun t<<^^ were s^ed 
it be possible that i|i||[^^n« (who js 
iOEi of oux;^alleQ Wmr ^^^ the chii 
is ia)le^(pnditi6n^) could ever 
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use of this term correctly, we muit understand the re^f^ii it) 
which man, as a fallen being, stands to God. When our prime* 
val ancestors came forth from the perfections of unch^geable 
purity, they bore the moral image of their maker, as the child 
bears the image of the parent. This constituted thl|a the chil- 
dren of God in a spiritual point of view; by sin, this image be- 
came defaced, and the fallen family of Adam became th«%ildrea 
of the wicked one. To reinstate man in the samp condition 
from which he fell, he must be * begotten and born again; nllkof 
the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God.' — John, 
chap. I, V. 13. This then is the meaning of the term ' regenera- 
tion.' ' It is to be begotten and born of the Spirit. Paul calls it 
the washing of regeneration, because it is a cleansing the soul 
from moral defilement: a process preparatory to man's again 
being fitte3 as a temple for the in-dwelling of the Holy Ghost; 
upon such, it is said in our text, to be abundantly shed by Jesus 
Christ our Lord. ^ 



We now asiume the method proposed. 

Ist. THERE IS BUT ONE BAPTiSIM IN THE GOSPEL. 

This proposition, we presume, will hardly be contradicted, 
since the apostle Paul has so unequivocally declared that ^ there 
is but one Lord, one faith, and one baptism.' — Eph. IV, 5. That 
this declarationof the apostle referred to the gospel church is ev- 
ident; for he has told us elsewhere that under the Jewish econ- 
omy there was divers baptisms. 

We are aware that different writers on baptism, (an^olfi^wbdll!!^ 
is the late Vajubntine Cook, of theMethodist Episcoparchnrchj^) 
have insisted tnat water baptisnl^the sign, and the bapli^HifJj^ 
the Holy Ghost as the thing signifiedf go together to mak^ '£ib 
tlie one baptism of the apostle. — Eph. IV, 5. To show the Cq^v 
lity of such a scheme^ it is only necessary to notice a 
ca«e. 

The same apostle has told u*', Heb. X. 14, that 'bypae 
ingf. Christ hath f<i^Ver perfected them that cii^^i?iemct 
DoesS^ follow of cotn^is that the offerings under the Je.r'* '"" 
•my, (of which tji^at one o%Hng is thcantetype,} n ^ 
iV to make up that one offefing;^ If s% tbe^&e>b1 
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nod of goats must go together with the blood of Jesus t(i^«j(pifil|/ 



fiin. 



Now, if the type must go with the antetype in washing us froQi 
moral polJMlion, by whaj; rule will you exclude the type from |^ 
ing with tne antetvpe in the expiatory sacrifice by which we&iv 
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Mi^U Now is it not plain, that if water baptism (the sym- 
fiegal purification among the Jews,) must go along with 
th^#aptism of the Holy Ghost to cleanse us from sin, must no| 
the legal offerings of the same dispensation go with the one offers 
ing of Jesus Christ to save us from guilt? Surely if the baptisi|t 
of the Holy Ghost is insufficient to sanctify us without the addi- 
tion of water baptism, so the blood of Jesus must be insufHcieai 
for our pardon, unless accompanied with the blood of bulls aoxlof 
goats. 

One more argument on this point, and we are done. 

Those who hold that the addition of waLfli^aptism is necessary 
to constitute the baptism of the Holy Gh^S^ the one baptism of 
the g<9spel,are placed in the following dilemma: they must eitkier 
hold that water baptism is essential to salvation, o|||five up that 
it is no part of the one baptism of the gospel. 

To make this mutter plain, we observe that the addiiion of 
water baptism is ersential to constitute the baptism of the Hply 
Ghost, the one baptism of the gospel, or it is not. If it is, then 
the baptism of the Holy Ghost is not the one baptism of the gos- 
pel,, wh^re the baptism of water is wanting, and of course is not 
of Hseli^a saving ordinance. If it is not, then the baptism of4li# 
Holy Ghost is the one baptif^m of the gospel, without the iH3diti<Hi 
of water baptism. If any should ycl be disposed to say tha^ bapf 
tism.^s not rightly administered where cither part is wanHi]|g« 
'"''"lipefiicacy, do they not make water baptism 6s* 





ioa[l^(li|!a|ion iw^his part of our lubject to reslU 
'"''"*^^*''*rho8t Consigns ali its subjects tOQi^ 

are we all baptised into one |x>dy^]''' 
that divides its^subjects into aa^naajfj^ 
'erent sects in christendotn who usa it] 
baptism of Christ that thus dLvi 
yidedt IstCor. 1, 13,^ 

(MSP BAPTISM 
AlPTISAl OF 
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THE GOSPEL, IS 
^LY GHOST. 
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mer, by many professors of the christian faith; having adopted 
the idea that water baptism is a gospel ordinance commanded by 
Jesui Christ, many of the sects have come to the conclusion that 
this one baptism of the apostle, is the baptism of water. Thia< 
view of the case has led to all the difficulty and disputes that 
has arisen in the christian church on this subject from. the apos* 
tle^s days to the present. This deceptive view derives its great- 
est strength from apostolic practice, and not from any express 
command, in so many words, by the author of the christian reli- 
gion ; it being supposed by the advocates of water baptism, that 
cc|be apostles practiced it in virtue of the commission given by Je- 
* ius Christ. — Mat. XXVII[,19. Hence the washing of regenera- 
tion spoken of in our text, has been taken by many to mean wa- 
ter baptism; and whereas the apostle has coupled salvation witb 
it, many have been le4 to conclude that water baptism is a'.most 
if not altogether a saVBg ordinance. But more of this under 
our next head. 

We come now to notice those scriptures that prove the baptism 
of the Holy Ghost to be the gospel baptism. 

1st. liong before the introduction of the gospel dispensation, 
this soul-saving baptism was proclaimed by the prophet Joel, ch. 
II, 28, and rehearsed by the apostle Peter, Acts II, ^8 : ' And it 
shall. come to pass in the last days,' saith God, 'I will pou?but 
my Fpirit upon all flesh.' The same apostle shows, ^cts XL 15, . 
V 16, that this outpouring of the spirit was the baptism'of tbiXHoly 
Ghost. This occords with the testimony of John the baptist. — 
Math. Ill, 11. When pointing out the distinctive peculiarity tp|s -^ 
tween bis dispensation and that of Christ, he says: ^.1 ip^jMif ^ 
baptise you with waiter unto repentance; but he th^titNlrti^liMHB'A 
me is mightier than I, he shall baptise you wit||^lie'^Hdy3^ 
and with fire.' Now this very vieife||f baptis^yspoken ofj 
by John the baptist, is recognised^y^esus Cilrist, Acts 1,1'^ 
its inlreduction speedily promised in the following words; 
truly baptised with water, but ye shall be baptised with th 
Ghost not many days hence.* This baptism of the Holy 
ftccooapanied the ministry of the apostles; fdr Peter sayi|r 
began to speak, the B^ Ghost fell on them as on us at^ttie^ 

finning; then rcmemMred I ^word of the Lord, how hdliaiii 
ohn indeed baptised with wuK j^t ye shall be ba] 
a» Holy Ghost.' ^!^^k 

' , We are aware of the resort'^|^Pl|ife of to evade tlie 
^^1^ conclusion drawn from these texts, in proofiof 4he 
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the Holy Ghost being the one baptism of the Gospel, {^^i^fa^lb 
by the Campbellite oaptists. Tiiey say that « Christ gave tdj^ 
ter the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and commis8idil0ii|^^ 
apostle with one to open the gospel kingdom to the TewB^^ml^ 
with the other to open it to the Gentiles, (the accomplishiQ^l||i 
vhich is recorded Acts JI, 4, and Acts X, 44.) and that oil * 
two oocasions, the promised baptism of the Holy Ghost wafl 
ttinistered; and having thus fulfilled the purpose for which it} 
promised, it ceased its mission in the church, and was ii 
ately superceded by the introduction of water bapUsm.' -^1 
tlie Campbellite view of the subject, as we had it in a recent^ 
terview with a preacher of that order. Much stress is JnicLV" 
the circumstance of the apostle's administering water 6|p^fl^ 
immediately after the effusion of the Holy Spirit. TmsMd^i^ 
istrgtion of water baptism will be attended to under our_:fbiK^ 
end (if ill heads : in the meantime, we pi^ff^ed to show the^fo^l^ 
of such a scheme. 

1st. To suppose that the infant church should (accbi^i 
promise,) be ushered into tho^uU enjoyment of the spifjtt 
of the gospel kingdom, and then be immediately led bacbjj 
the dispensation of figures, to feed upon the shadow instead of 4 
eubdtanCB, is^a. supposition at war with the genius of the chctsj 
relJgioni^^ T?|r6 genius of the Jewish religion was to wor^hip^t 
Uipqugh a i^tifem of figures that veiled the glories of the 
tevajkj intdnvhio^ none were admitted saye the high prie« 
he but once a year. At the moment JeJhs gave up the 
tjljiat veil* was rent asunder j and now, says the apo»Ue, H^s 
19^^ We have liberty to enter into the holiest by the blood 
-^A.,..^' ^^ " "*-^'"ship God in spirit and jn truth^ in a noW^ 





Peter^i .lexposition of JoePs prophecy i^; 
The J#l«i>«together^with the strangers^ 
8 on the day of Pentecost to see wh 
''*¥^ their amazement as to the ci 

pavements that accompanied the out * 
occasion, and some even conjectur 
e^with new^wide. Xh® ^P^^tle cqtn^ 
ingithem, by ohMlFing^t Hhesemen w 
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occasion, and the few who assembled at the house of Cornelius 
only, but ' upon all fieiih;^ and so far was this outpouring of tbe 
Spirit from being limited to the few that were present on thosis 
occasions, that the apostle says, 'the promise is to you and your 
children;' (their offspring after them,) and not only those who 
were present, but to all those who were afar off. So much for 
the idea that the Holy Ghost fulfilled its mission of baptism on 
those two occasions, and then ceased its baptising ofhce in the 
church. 

But we are not done with this view of the subject yet. We 

N^vjtjjurpose showing under our next head, that the baptising influ- 
ences of the Holy Ghost is just as necessary in the christian 
church at this day, as it was on the day of Pentecost or on any 
other day. In the meantime we will bring forward one more 
text to prove that the baptism of the Holy Ghost is the one gospel 
baptism. Paul says, ^t Cor., XII, 12, 'for by one spirit,' (not 
by one water,) are we all baptised into one body.' There the 
apostle makes use of ihe term body, meaning the church of Christ; 
* a. spiritual house made up of living>rStones,' or as the apostle Pe- 
ter has it, 1st Pet. II, 5, ' Ye also as lively stones are built up a 
spiritual house.' We now ask, is this the case in reference to 
water baptism? Arejhe members of the chfwtiLi} ^^rcji all 
baptised into one bod^ by water? Alas! brenB|||^^Ktegji of 

; this being tbe case, water baptism has been the %uW!ll sodVce ' 
of n^^ch division in the churcL both as respects hb modMind 
subject, more particuilirly the former. While some coBicnd for 
sprinkling, Others contend for pouring, and others agam for im- 
mersion ; and while sonie put the subject into the wat# oH thei? 
back, o^ers pyt them in ^ce fc^most: and whilgr^ i^^^^:^^^^. 
tent with giving the subject onedip, others gij 

- each member of the T^nity ; and yet another sf^V#.iaiJiN 

^ cd, taking the passage m reference lo Philipjlnct th^ir ' 
erally, both the admmistrator and the subjec ^ 
together. Again, while some consMer iniai 
of baptism, otliers contend that none but ad^| 

» be admitted as subjects o^^this ordinance; ai 
fiome of those divisions in behalf of their awf 
proscribe the Iciemberl^bf all |»ther branches of U 
« pacticipatipQ with them at the^rd's table ; nor 

Si^.to churcli membership wittri&em, but such as#i 
illlMte. Now, is this a baptisnpi^'that^linit^s the 
K^ CiijHlF^ f^^^,P>^^ body t But moire of thi^under our 
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le now to tlio ihird head, viz: 



Mueh has been bhiH tini! wriilcn on iliis subject by tliose who I 
MlovG wnicr baplisTn to ba oa ordioance of ilie gospel, com- T 
inilcd by Jesus Clnist. Some have ndvocaicd it ne a SAVing I 
ltiinni;c, oiiiung wliom are ihe Romantsis, und. if i am aail 
xrnlicn, tlie Cuni|ibcllite baplidts; nl all events, to lie born offl 
ilcr is n'ifh ibem indispensable. Tlicy, together tvith sQnjai 
ibo clergy of llie high churcli of England, call it regeneralicq, 
tnd of course coiuidei it nn ordi nsnco, wilhout wlijcli snlvkiiM 

uost if not nltogeiber iinpossiblo. Wq will notunderUbal 
say that ony ;ccl or dcaotninnlion of cbrisijans (inlirelv ei- j 
'fixtde the inlliicncea of Hie spirit frnm accoinpnnying thu a^otifl- L 
plraiion of wnier bapliRin; but it in eviiIeVt ibat they da nol oil- I 
faiit thnt nny cnii enter Chri^t'e spiritual kingdam unless liapliasd I 
■ '■' nter, and thus cut oH' the Quaker church at a gtroke— «iiil 1 
ifMon bo the only right mode, iho pcdo-bainisi churcbn I 

'. ihoso iulruductory rOmarki fiir the purpoOTofJ 
liflvQCQtes of M'nt»r bnp^m have not ■gre^l 
v.hoihur lo considur it u saving ordinanca Of 1 



cpcrformiit 



J "( 1 IS ono Outwardly. neitliBr 

at ba|j(i-rii ivhifii ir- iiLiivvziid hm ihe body; biit he isa chri^ 
«hu ifionoinwarifty(>B.nd baptism is tb»l ol' ibe heart in Uit 
I, and not in IhcleUer'. 

u will now Dllund to ihuse scriptures that prove the bapUstn 
BTthti Holy Ghost lu bo the only baptism that is ravini;. 

The (Ii'at passage wc shall notice ia lat Pet. III., i^l, where, 
n>cakiti£ orNmib and his family being eavod by water, he cmtit 
' figure of the baptism that now tiaves ua.' If iha apetlla 
it water, both in the figure and tlie thing prefigured, Una 
wis a Eavtog ordina nee, for Ibe apostle call) K'lM' 
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hapltism that now saves us. But if the aintetype be the baptisui 
•t the Holy Ghost, then our conclusion stands uncontradicted^ 
Tiz: that the baptism of the Holy Ghost is the one saving baptisno. 
The text we have chosen for our mott6, involves the very sftm* 
view{ the apostle there says, 'he saved us by the washing of te- 
generation. If the apostle meant water baptism,then is it a sav- 
ing ordinance, for the Apostie says, 'b}' it he saved us,^ but if the 
terto regeneration means what we have said it does in our ex- 
planatory remarks, then the washing of regeneration in our 
4jext means the cleansing of the soul from moral pollution by 
%e baptism of the Holy Ghost, and its being again begotten and 
born of God. Those two passages are conclusive, and would 
need no comment were it not that the prejudice of education 
leads so many to believe that wherever baptism is spoken of it 
means water baptism unless accompanied with the term Holy 
Gbost, or Holy Spirit. That the Apostle Peter in this passage 
uses water baptism as a %ure of the baptism of the Holy Ghost, 
it evident from several considerattbns: 

1st. He *dkl# it a figure of tte. baptism which now saves 
us.^ If he means^water biptism both in tRe figure and the thinjf 
figured, then he make& use ojk)ne figure to repi:esent rf^anoiher, 
which woulti be b. maSfest abuse of all figuraiivir" 
cause ^W figures are inte^ed to represent realities, 
shadow to typify^notber for jjfemust be admitted ^vpfPfllP^* 
that water^baptism, afbe^^A nmhiaer more than an ounilQ^!tid 
visible si^ifmf invprajBRflBUH||,Avashing, an enquir^n^KV 
arise in the miiysiof som^afBSmf the salvatif;>Q.of {$oah ami 
his faimfy, iA^tifis ari^, Ofpilo^jl^pgure of s 
We wi7i,ai|swop thif quer^^wRitskinsr bow 




a figure of immer6roa|;.or any other mode. N< 

were not immerdnediftn !h^ wate;^ ^ the flood^ Ijip^si 

mhibitants of the old worl^ that we»B immeztM' 

his ftmily fioated above thf^ water. Whalkind^iMirJ 

would yeu clll it gentle reader, suppose yoQ 

tratotof matca* baptism^ lake his Subjects ab< 

float them on^e water for a given time and 

dry land^ mmld you call that immersion t Or 

thera taken aboard a covered boat that remaine ^ ^ ^ 

built, until a heavy shower of ^ain should float it! wo^)p^;|^ 

call this immersion! or would you not tttther call it r^"*^*^*^^"^^ 

erpovriiigf To us it wouA appear a sttaiige reprf" 
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any ef the present modes of baptism, when hot a dr<^ of watiir 
ia either case touched the subjects of this baptism. 

But let us now see how this baptism of Noah and his familj^ 
represents the baptism ef the Holy Ghost. 

lit. The wicked inhabitants of the old world represents the 
carnal mind that is enmity against God, not being subject to bis 
law. 

2d. The water of the flood that swept away the ungodly raei, 
represents the washing of regeneration the destruction of the 
carnal mind by the baptizing, efficacy of the Holy Ghost. 

3d. The ark, represents Jepus Christ the author of the ba 
tism of the Holy Ghost, who is called the ark of safety. 

4th. Noah and his family, from which a new generation was 
to tpringi who should no more be destroyed by a flood, repre- 
sented the new man, who by the baptism of the Holy Ghost, is 
renewed in knowledge after thelmage of him who createiUiun. 

This explication of the figure has ap^ritlt^l in 1 Cor. X, 1 4 
S, 'Moreover, brethren, I wodld not thaj^yfeisbpuld be ignorant 
how that all our fathers wer<; i^er the cloud^ilR^tA pailsed thra' 
the sea, and were all baptized unto MdH^a in th^ cloud and in tha 
sea.^ It is not a little amusing to sa|^ howAhe advocates of botk 
sprinklUig and immersion, strain this pass^e to make.it a Ggum 
of ^iwKljisfiptective modes df baptism? ^e have already i^w« 
thafiK^^buseofall figures tosfipposethatQ>&|Jspresentfd«l« 
"' «r ^^ ^ thatl^rw should re^iB 




ir^g 3|^M^eiM tli« 

^ntury is p^ to their shifts 

tb^t is wri^eof as |||iih a 

l^th Mr, MeC^llfuspppoeef 




typef^QOther. We cease to wonof 

with.^e vail on their hearts. 

christian ministry'df the mm 

to und^ipta^ ja passage of scrl, 

ftunt^; ii^ltSllpbell in his dt ,, ^ 

ihat ^k^reas thelsraelites had a wati uf m^eron eacK side ancf 

a ji^ud over their heads, they we^^e of course ^hiersed. On tfa« 

^r handy Mr.M^Calla is equally cqnfident that there was1&# 
ion in the case, except, with th^ Egyptians who we|M|o-* 

Whelmed inthe depth of the sea, yet supposes thef weresooao** 
^wbaptkc^M^er by affusion dr sprinUqg, had thf cl9U(la0bn(|^ 

^''^^iJffQf^^^'^ would have had tie best of ^ argufitei^ 
fcait^as t^EjwRf suppesitions ar^ equally graun^esf* 
]^Md tlielSraelites Baptism In iJm^ el(^ aad in the ;Pfa 
^^y of the modes oJ^baptpjor tiQwinJiise, siiiea 
touched the jbod^sjif the Israelitesy \m^{ 
nent^ that tl|»^MB^ 
ai^ iajkMMttiillNlMi'a oftbasavlol^ 
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the Holy 6host, whei^by the spiritual seedof Abraham are bap- 
tised unto Jesus Christ as his natural descendants were unto Mo- 
tes bow would the analogy then stand; 

We say it v^idd stand as fotlow^ : — 

1st. The children of Israel, while in Ej^yptian bondage^rep- 
resented the condition of Adams fallen family under the bondage 
efsin. 

2d. Moses, unto whom they were baptized,and who led thera 
out of Egyptian bondage, represents Jesus Christ who leads hit 
people out of spiritual bondage. 

3d. The Egyptians^to whom Israel were in bondage,is a repre- 
■entattoa of the carnal mind unto which all are in bondage, until 
redeemed by Jesus Christ. 

4th. The c]oud,and the sea, while it was the instrument of the 
destruction of Israels enemies it was the instrument of their own 
■alration. This' baptism in the cloud and in the sea represents 
the baptism. qf the Holy 6host that while it destroys our spirit- 
ual enemies, it saves onr souls. ^ 

5. llfiosesyuato. whom the Israelites were baptized, was the 
law giver of Israel who gave them *he law written on tables of 
■tonej and was tlie- represeniative of Jesus,. Christ, who is the 
christian lawgiver and who Writes his law on the fleshly fables of 
the heart, 2 Cor. Ill 3, ' And thus becomes the children of God 
by faith in Christ Jesus, for a^ many *iis have been baptised' in- 
to Christ, hav Jbut on Christ*^ 

2d. That tie Aposile di() n0l. intend water baptism in the 
thing figured, is further e?Mei9ipjtmi his immediately adding that 
it was * ' not the putting away<§f the fiHh of the ^sh, but the 
answer of a good conscience toward God. ^' Now^?%lishing 
with water is a putting awav of the filrh of the fleshj^iSi^^'^rc- 
quires something rallre effieticiou? to give the answer j#i«*^tw^ 
conscience. Paul in the IX chapter of Hebrews^ m^jesrihis 
fubject luminous as the beams ofday; he there sbow^ il 
rituils of the Jewish tabernacle, which iitoodin m^atf 
and divers washings, (or baptisms) which were on]|^' 
good things to come, could therefore nev^r make 
thereunto (of performers of those rites) perfeifetj^ 
the conscience; that nothing short of ih 3 blooddr Gh^^fet 
by the eternal spirit, through which ho offered himsolf 
upot to Godf could purge the conscience from do^d works 
the living Gv»d. This, and onl|Fj^, could ith^Apoltlf 
jip^view by th« iltiswer of a^^o6i^aJ^il|cD9e« TM« 
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•lill moraapp&rent from ths considsmtion IhttI llie apmite ealli 
i( D saving ba^itiam. Now Khans who roniond that it was wM«r 
baptism lliat was pre-R^iirod ni'e placnd in ihe following (iilem* 
Dift: tliey must oktner hold waier hnpiiim lo be n saving ordin* 
*aoo, or (n*" i'I> that ihe ba|iii«m whit^ii the apostles sikys now 
,<rmU3 la the baptism of the Holy Ghost 
This view of the siibjocl, is further B'rengllienod from tfaaiid- 
lowing coDsideraiton : — water baptism has nu rojation whatanr 
oral condition aa a Binner, oaly as a figure lo contra] 
u spiriliinl washing. Sliould a man be poltutfid 
over with natural filth, the appltcatioD of water would have i 

to his condition as a means of puriticalion or c!eanstD|f' 

the body ; but the idea of immersing a man in water, for the jmr- 

IU.1S of cleansing tbo 8oul from moral pollution, U too absurd tt 

lave ever «merad into any enlightened mind, 

From ihe above coaaiderntion we cnnolude, Ihal the bapijnn 

whiuh tbo apoBl I e's figure nlluiJod, wan the bRptism of the Hltf 

inst, ns no oihor baptism is.Mving in its onlure. 

Again we learn what the ffiSfBi bapfiEm ii together with ita 

»avin|; oHicacy, from the fnlTbwing passages; Malachi III, 1, S, 

«nd Math. 111.10,11, 12. Malachi t>egin3 Ms Cbap.llF, witll 

a note of atlenliun. 'Hohold I will send my ineHsengGr,aiid ha 

.»hall prepare llie way before me; and the Lord, wh( 



tihall suddenly vi:ic to his l-jfj^pli?. 



;iMJe tlip iJu; 



i* liki- ■: ■ 
refiner, ■ 
dnd [Hir.j 

jhgin ri<{hii;j.i;ii:uosb-." Jilin iSif; Uii]ii'-,', i\ ilio mGb-icngcr.t 
■whs sen! to jiropai'o the way before Christ, lie gives iho >ai»» 
view uf the coming of the Messiah; hu snjt, * whose fan is in bi* 
hand, and ho will thoroughly purge his lloor;* nnd when epeftk- 
Va^'in ditdc: mferonce lo baptism, he says, 'his baptism waj on- 
ly unto repentnnee,' (as a preparatory diepentiatinn) bul bo Ihay 
ckvo^rter him n'us to bnpiiiio ivith the lloly Chest and wiw 
fii'cror lo itse the Inngiiago of Malnchi he waa In msI as n roBo- 
VT. Rlui purififir of silver. t*cc , 

Onco nwu. Wo biu'u r-iiin lbl^ aposLlo Paul the nnliiro i 
^llesi^of thisBpiritualbaptiam. In Romans VI, Istmiil 8tiiiiv- 
dufive. In ihfi CooclusiQR of the foregoing chapter, the npMtlit 
hud been dwelling on (he ubundttrttproviBioa that had been nnda 
for man's rodoinpiioai and shows that notwithstanding biqIimI 
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80 much abounded^ ioiit work), it had not exceeded the grace of 
God in Christ J esiis; but, that although giq had abounded, yet 
grace did much more abound^to the family of Adam. After hav- 
ing made a statemetitof his subject^he anticipates a misapprehen- 
sion of his vieivs, on the part of his readers, as though he was 
inculcating the d^iCtrine that^n was advantageous, and proceeds 
to let them knd'W that this abundance of \grace was given not to 
encourap^e them to sin, that grace might abound, but to give them 
to underetand that however sin might abound, yet the grace of 
God in Christ Jesus, was sufficient to destroy it and was vouch* 
safed for that purpose. This the apostle has done in the words 
immediately following the anticipated objection, which stands 
thus: (^ what shall we say then? shall we continue in sin that 
grace may abound ?) God forbid, how shall we that are dead to 
ein live any longer therein?' The apostle then proceeds to ex- 
plain what hemeans by being dead to sin this he has accomplish- 
ed hy the introduction of three fis ures. The first is a death and 
burial, the second is a planting it^re the old seed dies and a 
new germ springs up into newtfeil of life; the third is a being 
oruciSed that the hody of sin might be destroyed. These three 
figaresareali oflhe same import, all intended to illustrate the 
point of doctrine he had just introduced, viz: a salvation from sin 
fe^ the baptism of the Holy Ghost. 

We are aware of this passage ii part being strengly uT^ed by 
baptists as a pjTi^hot only of the doctrine of water baptism but its 
mode also, but^e think a^ew r<^ctions will be sufficient to sat* 
isfy the cundid reader, that iherejVnothi]^^ this whd chapter, 
from which to draw such aconcli^ioh,buti^ery thin^^iiecessary to 
prove that it wan the baptism- of the Holy Ghost, th^ apoi^is had 
in view. To makeHhis plain, we will enquire what pdnt ibilt 
apostle was4timing ^ establish t Surely no person would im» 
dertake to say that the subject with which the apostl# closed 0te 
fifthxhapter and commenced the sixth, had any connecd^igkt 
,all with water bapt'ism^ if not, is it reasonabl|[ 
that the apo»tle would drop al pdbt, he 
ed, without finishing it, and take up anot^e^lij^ 
no connection.^ The idea is preposterous^ 
|roes to show that the single point upon whidi 
fixed hi^ eye, and to which Jbis attention 
destruction of the carnal mind and Ih^eftl 
tke whole of the figures he has iii|»duced e-nanF- ^^^^^^^ ^ 
He ^3&DuxiCBfsi|i^by eaying, \ h(***^" w^-iawStaiiHl^^^K t 
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live aay longer therein.^ He then presei^piein wiui the m*- 
strument afthisdeathi viz: the baptism of dbe tpirit, ^know ye 
not,* saith he, Hhat so many of us as were baptized into J^ue 
Christ, (not into water) were baptized into his death. There- 
fore we are (at the present time) buried with him by baptism in- 
ta death r (not into water.) We have said, at the preeentg^plp^ 
tQ show that the apostle, when Speaking of the instrument w 
agent, viz: the baptism of the Holy Ghost, speaks, in the past 
tense; ' were baptized into his death.^ But when be speaks et 
the effects produced by this instrument, viz: a death and burial jJ 
tusin, he speaks in the present t^nse, ^are buried with him by^lJ 
baptism into death.^ Now this could not be true of water bap- 
lisiti. The apostle could not mean that he and those to whom 
he was then writing were then buried under water, but it wai 
litei-ally true at the time he was writing, that they were buried^ 
into a state of death to sin 

Again, that the apostle cohM not by the term buried mean im** 
mersion as those contend, whqrWiog forward this text, i^ evi<» 
(ient from the following rea^^^ffithe word bapiismy in the omt^i 
inal means, immavlon, as we ttj^willing to admit, then the«i».>^ 
po^tie has been guilty of tautology, and according to the viewsi^ 
of the baptists the passage should be read thus: — therefore w#>' 
Hre immersed with him b; immersioQ into death. This wonUi 
be a gpecies of tautology that would make nonsense. 

We come now to his second figure. 'For if Ive have been. ] 
planted together in the likeness^f his death, welihall be also in^? 
tbe likeness of his rewtrectioQ,^Tbisrfigure,is taken from plaati»-; 
uig seed iQ tt^ greiuu|4tt body f^ the old seed perishes, and ft < 
new genn ^ings up iaylo newness of life. This is beautilully^ , 
lilustratiTeof a death lb the body of sin, and a new principle <rf? ^ 
life and action,, springing up in the soul ; thd^ plain and pa!pabltt,t 
applicat|io)pef the figure hakbeen entirely unseen and overloofe^^ 
ed^by mose whosuppose that the apostle was here treating^ w%^ 
ter baptism. They suppose t|i|p l^^tle meant by piattting,« 
the Wik^^r, ^us intiMV6tiiig this figure, as well as 
B wMl^r jwf tism by immerstont; giving bodi 
lo'tatjBf baptism. Will this latter figure.bear 
ot> ^^8 are not plantsd under wHtefi 
;j^ to uodefstaod^^liie-apostiee ~ 
^f when^aad to irkom^^tfio * 
iy Iftegjld mtk Chrtsi nniirti 
«%wttb^tt^ 
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gttre,provided We also give that a literal interpretatioD; ^knowingf 
ihis,^ says be, ' that our old roan is cruci6ed with him, that the 
bodjLof sin might be destroyed.^ Surely if we are crucified with 
him, we should be buried with him, and if the burial is a literal 
burial, the death must be a hteral death also. This is the ine^ 
▼it^kf^ conclusion to which the premises conducts us. What 
reason have we to believe that the two former figures ought to 
be understood literally any more than the latter? was it not the 
same point he was endeavoring to illustrate by the use of all 
those figures, a death to sin; if so, the baptism spoken of in this 
passage is the baptism of the holy Ghost, as no other baptism 
will wash away sin« 

4th. We come now to our fourth proposition, that Christ nev- 
er commanded water baptism as an ordinance of the gospel 
church. 

We are aware of the prejudice we have to encounter on this 
part of our subject. Every denomination as far as we know ex- 
cept the Society of Friends, (Qi^ers) practice water baptism 
from a conviction that Christ 4piiti|||M^ded it, and commissioned 
the gospel ministry to admioistei^ if. How thir opinion became 
so universal, we are at a loss to tell, unless we ascribe it to apos- 
tolic practice, since Christ has no where commanded water bap- 
tism; were we to adroit that he did, we must admit either that 
there is two baptisms belonging to the gospel, or tbat the bap- 
tism of the Holy Ghost has ceased neither W whieh, is supported 
by one shadow of proof from 8cnpture,as we purpose showing be- 
fore we are done. .^ 

The whole stress of this systevi, so tS^^ the authority of Je- 
sus Christ ia concerned, derives it supp^t from ^hf^ f as^ns^^Ba 
of scripture, one only of which is in the form of a cdli -^*^^ -^ 
ia which water is not^ mentioned. Matb.^!£]O^IlI. |9( 
all nations, baptizing them in the name of tWfatherf 
the Holy Ghost.^ This text has been thoughi4o be eH^Tdbi^ 
in favor of water baptism for tb^ folk) wing reason: — theiipostles 
it is said could not baptize with it0nAyiQ^ostf there^^'^ V^t 
have been water baptism. Th^'argtraaeai Mifheen 
the advocates of water baptism to be iuTincf bl# in 
Christ did conmiand the continuance of lAkt Hi 
think a little attention to the follbwii|g^ 
weakness and fallacy x>f this arguments 

Ut. That the apoitles were eni^ffoA wi|h 1iie%ift^6ej 
lii« Holy Ghoelby the laying IsfjUjipaiide^is tdo 
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any other proof than to recite tba passages 'where, this fact i9>«9« 
tabliHhed. Acts VIII. 17, 'then laid they their hands on themyuid 
they received the Holy Ghost.^ Acts V, 11, < and when SkaOB> 
law that through the laying on of the apoMles' hands the Holy 
Ghost was given, &c.' Again Acts XIX, 6, 'and vvhen Pf^il 
bad laid his hand upon thein the Holy Ghost came on th 

What evidence is there to ue found any where in the 
Testament to prove, that our Lord meant water baptisoi i»ihia 
commission, rather than the baptism of the Holy Ghost. W^ 
think that the evidence is all in favor of the latter. 

We have already shown that the administration of wat^blip«» 
tism by the Apostles, commenced during our Lord^s Mintstf^t^ 
and therefore was not the result of a commission given after our 
Loid\s death and resurrection; whereas, the administratioil of tiie 
baptism of the Holy Ghost by theinstrumentality of the ap08t|jiy 
did not commence until after they received tbi& commission fi^ 
Christ 

From whence did the apos^es. derive their authority and 0bi 
power to baptise with the lj(0)|^ fiihost, if not from this passs^^d 
will it be said thai the gift toednfer the Holy Ghost by layii^ 
on the apostles'' hands wa» a miraculous gift bestowed oa tbo %i^^ 
pestles with other gilts of a miraculous^ nature^ which were tlT 
continue for a time, and then cease in the church, and so coiifil 
not be that baptism, in the administration, of wbict},ChnatpraO(l^ 
ised his concurrence to the ehd of the world. ';* 

To which we answer this miraculous gift was not the whole fit 
the power conferred^)!) tlie apostleg by this commission^ for tty 
though miraculous powlrs were bestowed for the purpose of qoq^ 
the firtit converts to christianit}? iu the Divine Mksio&iojir 
a^stles, yet sotne^ing more was needful to support the &!& 
be churply/vhen nOTacles ishould cease^ This additidoil 
Mtl is thut btqpti^in^ power that accompanies the admink^tilpi 
^tiie giispel ministry wherever that ministryis the rosdBpf i|i^ 
apication trom on high. r 

.Paul says, Thes. ^&, ^Oui^ospel^ome not unto you in 
only, hm^also in p$i|wpr and in the Holy Ghest.^ 1 Gor*,2^' 

p.ech 'and my preacl^ng was not with ei" 
wisdom, but in demonatratioa«f the sptril 
(aith shoij|d not stand in the wisdom of j^ii 
. 1^86 ^icts show cohchnaiirely^ that ii: ' 
iolv OfaoB^whi^JFiu' iBcMfd^iniheV 







p* 







21 

Why did our Lord say *all power is gireti unto me in heaven 
and in enrth; go ye therefore.' Did the apostles stand in need 
of si^ernatural agency to enable them to teach and baptize with 
water? ^Not so, had our Lord meant water baptism it would 
have been a merererbai commission that any man of orritorial 
aM|P|i^ might perform, without supernatural power from on 
high. But to preach in demonstration of the spirit and of pow- 
er, they must be qualified by the 'Holy Ghost sent down from 
Heaven.' Thus preached, the gospel is a baptising ministry; 

1^ this is the power Jesus encouraged them to expect when he said, 
'go y9^ therefore and teach all nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the father, and of the son, and of the Holy Ghost.^ 

The Gospel of Jesus Christ, never was preached, but by the 
HWy Ghost sent down from heaven. First Pet. f, 12. But un- 
UrWB did they minister the things which are now reported unto 
you, by them that have preached the gospel unte you, with the 
Holy Ghost sent down from heaven, &c.' The gospel thus 
preached in the demonstration ql|pier spirit and of power, is a 
iDaptising ministry^ for as Peter jppe, * the Holy Ghost fell on 
them' that beard, then says he, Acts XF, 15, M, >'6merabered I 

' the word of the Lord, how th»t he said, John indeed baptised 
with water, but ye shall be baptised with the Holy Ghost' 

8d. Math. XXVIH, 18, reads as follows: — * And Jesus came 
and spake unto them saying, ^Ail power is given unto me in hea- 
ven and in earth ; s^o ye therefore, &c. and lo I am with you e- 
ven unto the end of the world.' VVith them, how? See Luke 
XXIV. 47. 'Behold I send the promise gf my father upon you; 
but tarry ye in the city of Jertisalera, until ye be endued with 
power from on high.' This dispensation of Divine power from 
on high) commenced on the day of Pentecost, and ushered in ihe 
baptism of the Holy Ghost, according toX/hrist8<p|gQlise. John 
XV, 26. 'But when the comforter is come, w4io# 1 will send 
from TO Father, even the spirit of truth.' The fulfil meijfl of this 
promise was predicted by our Lord speedily ta take place m his 
last interview with his dfeciples. * Acta 1, 5. 'For John triply 
baptised with water; hut ye shall be baptised With thei'* "* ''** 
not many days hence.' This look place oa'lhe day 
and was the commencement of the gospel baptii 
of the Holy Ghost. Not so with water 
adrainuitered to the three thousand that wei 
-o^rthut occasion, yet it comm^ced and wa2 
postlet during our l4>rd*B minidtirff and theri|(br^) 
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Botieed could not have commenced as the result of a coramiii|pi 
that was given after our Lories crucifixtion, and resurreetloii 
from the dead. ^ 

Much stress has been laid on the circumstance of the apildei 
baptising * in the name of the Lord Jesus/ This, iC^ sat^ 
■hows that they understood our Lord to mean water hap|ty||||lle 
which we answer, it is worthy of notice that there is noff^STn* 
stance recorded in the New Testament, of the apostles bapttsiag 
in the languilge of the commission, which is in the name of the* 
frither and of the son and of the Holy Ghost/ 

Again. We are aware that it has been asserted, tha^tttie a** 
poetles understood our Lord to mean water baptism, because 
they uniformly practiced it afterwards. We have already shofVn 
that they uniformly practiced it before, will this also prove 
■ame point? or will it not rather prove that their pr^ctice^ 
before, and after, had its ojjgin from a very different source 
we purpose showing under our last head. ' 'f 

But let us suppose for the i^|te of argument, that the apost^ 
did understand our Lord to il^il water baptism and practiced |# 
accordingly; wooiid this provcmiiBiy were correct? or would it iilot' 
rather prove that th^ had misunderstood him? and lest any ifij^t 
prise should be suggested at our supposition we will show intlM^'I 
first place that they did misunderstand the major branch of dul*^; 
coumissien. And, ' ^j:^^ 

2d, we purpose showing tlKit if they understood him to ziioaW(fi 
water baptism, they misunderstood the minor branch also, lat^ 
The main branch of this commission was, ' go teach all nationsif^ 
New it is manifest, that one and all of the apostles misanclet^ ' 
stood this part of the-fommission, since it required alnlest a'tn^^l^ 
racle to convince Peter fliat it was his duty to go and preaek 
Cornelius an^his Genffle friends, and on his return, he w; 
taken to tall^y the rest of the apostles for having donei 

So inveterate were the prejudices of the apostles aga 
or nations, that ^j0y mistook a plain command. This 
caise would it be any wobder, if, whiMheir strong Jewish 
judices ^re in play^ that they shoutd continuo a practice % 
our Lc a d tt yscei^ whi^^h they had uniformly practiced Ui 
mof^i^^paUy, if they ^supposod they had our Lord^s eanc 
forlts fl^tj^cot li 

i|^fneaa|#ater1i^tism, as above-statfcLtheyinisni^^ 
J|wm bi»f(mdtly«4i^^ biys thai:ib| ^ 
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•f ^ater baptism, fas founded on this eommission) consider it 
yery broad, one clothJDg, not only the apostles to whom it wi 
f iveH with authority to administer it, but also the entire Chrie« 
tian miniiBtry to the end of the world. A very comprehensiTC 
•oiqpjjpsion indeed. 

W| should tike to hear these strenuous advocates, in behalf of 
this broad commission, account for the circumstance of its not be- 
ing, broad enough to clothe Paul with authority. He has told ui 
explicitly that he had 'no commission to baptize with water.' Can 
it be gfusible that the apostle had never seen or heard of the 
commission recorded. Math. XXYIII, 19. Or can we suppose 
ihat he was the only christian minister that was singled out from 
the days of Jesus Ctirist to the end of the world, that was left 
w^out a commission to administer this supposed indispensible 
•rraance of the gospel? We trust that no one will venture to 
make such an assertion, for we will undertake to say, without 
the fear of contradiction, thieit no other gospel minister from his 
day to the present ought to have:beeii so particularly authorised to 
administer this ordinance. Had it been intended by Jesus Christ 
as an ordinance of the gospel church, wasr^he not particularly 
and specially called .to be the apostle of the Gentiles; his field 
ef labor was much more extensive than that of all the other 
apostles, and yet we are told that all the others (together with 
the entire christian ministry, to till present day, to a man^ 
were commissioned, and Paql left without* This 8uppo<>ition is 
too preposterous ever to have entered into the caleulation of 
any, but those who have been carried aw^y Hy the prejudice 
#f education. 

We once got into conversation witfT SL&lergyman of the 
Campbellite - baptist order, who acknowled^d that Paul had 
so conunission to administer baptism but disserted that 'the 
apostle lal ways took some one with him that #as commissioned.* 
We have stated this occurrence to show how lame error ie. 
The futility of such a shift is made manifest by the circumstance 
ibat the apostle Paul administered water baptism, as weU as the 
ether apostles, and it is evident that his adminis}retJkii|M^ that 
erdinance was just as valid as that of the othen^ wh^] 
«ot be, if the rest had a commission and be^i|||^^f|t^' 
eeae that all the others were commissioneipi^H|aal i 
h# waa practicing a base imposition upon ' JJ HiiW po" 
lieei with water. Will any one dare to ia^Hflpa 
WiUaAV en# dare to sav tiie apostls waa ^ iMNbter, 





:»:, 

^ V--*!. 



v^ 



^ 

* 



tbif 18 tht dilemma to which all those are reduced who beVve 
that Jesus Christ commanded water baptism as an ordinance of 
tbeeospel church. J^ 

Having thus tested the'strength of the main pillar jtbat sup* 
ports the mighty fabrick of water baptism as a gospel ordinance 
^mman^ed by Jesus Christ, we come to the second 8tili|i|[est 
text (hat is broughr up in support of this claim. John^s gospel 
III, 5, 'except a roan be born of water and of the spirit he cannot 
enter into the kingdom of God.'' This text understood literally 
proves a little more than baptists themselves contend for. In 
the first place it proves that water is just as essential tamn ei«- 
trance into the kingdom of God. as that of the spirit; were (his 
true, then water baptism is essential to salvation. Will any noaa 
undertake to say that none but tho^e who are baptised withj|a- 
ter can go to heaven. 2d. It proves two baptisms belongiiKo 
the gospel equally essential to the salvation of the soul, the one 
that of water, the other that of the spirit; but why must we t^i^ 
derstand our Lord to meaA water literally? Did not John the 
baptist when speaking of the introduction of Christie baptismsijr. 
that it should be with the Holv Ghost and with fire? Must w4 
understand this text literally too? if so then we shall have thi;eA 
baptisms, one of fire, one of water, and one of the Holy Ghoef^ 
and should no other mode but that of immersion answer the pur^ 
pose, then the subjects of fij^ baptism must be plunged into bf^ 
These are the legitimate conclusions to which we are inevi ** 
led by understanding these texts literally. 

The true state of the case is this : Our Lord makes the s 
use of water that John does of fire; they are both used a^ 
water denotes thejilshjing of moral pollution from thd^u., 
denotes the purifySig the dross of sin from the soul, and sep|^ 
ting it from the pwe mttal. Now if wetake one of those t93& 
in a literal sens^ ny what rule of criticism or divinity >^a,j|^ 
take the other in a spiiii(ll|i sense. J'* * 

We are aware that it may be said that John the baptist 
ed to the Cloven toiigues of fire that accompanied the oujt 
of .he spirity and which sat on each ofthe di9ciples on 
BeAlitfiM WeU4}e it so, as far arjoMcuiOus " 
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tii^SihUwnif the holy fire withinl.^ ^ 

b^i^thf ^MMtpl^s to proclaim the wondrous W4 
s^. .. - . r ^i ?agL. ^^y^r than the outward appaarl^i 

>ws ifrtha succeeding v'eM:^^^ 
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hie wheat into the garner, but he will burn up the chaff with 
unquenchable fire." 

To understand our Lord's meaning, we must take the whole 
discourse on both sides together. It is evident that Nicode- 
mus believed that Jesus was a messenger from God, and had a 
desire^to know more of him and his doctrine j his candid ac- 
knowledgement of our Lord's Divine Mission was followed on 
the part of the Saviour, with the prompt declaration, that "ex- 
cept a man be born again he cannot see the kingdom of God.''" 

This Nicodemus could not understand, he could not see how 
^a man could be born again when he was old, or how he could 
enter the second time into his mother's womb and be born/^ 
Our Lord now brings forward the whole subject, the type as 
weltas the antetype, -and shows Nicodemus that it was a spit- 
ituaf birth and not a birth of the flesh, to which he alluded. It 
ia worthy of observation that when our Lord first broached the 
subject, he said nothing about either water or spirit, it was no 
surprise then, that Nicodemus did not understand him; but 
when the Saviour had explained tke subject, and showed him 
that the birth of the spirit was the antetype of water baptism 
under the law, he then makes it a matter of reproach to Nico- 
demus as ^ master in Israel that he did not know these things. 

Now this part of the subject is a key to all the rest, for if 
being born of wat^sr as well as being born of the spirit, was new 
to Nicodemus and had been taught to him by out Lord for the 
first time, as those wouM have us believe, who suppose this tc^ 
be the case, how cotild it be a matter of reproach to Ni<iodemu3 
as a master in Israel' that he did not know these things.X The 
meaning then of the entire passage, is 4bis :— Our Lord having 
got the attention of Nicodemus waken eijlup to this wondrous 
subject of the new birth, he takes him jtMMbtely back to the 
legal dispensation where he knew tl^^^^^^ui^as a master. 
in Isreal, would be at home, and tMHplwsltim that those 
t3rpical cleansings by water pointed totnat ver3Niew birth he 
wig then talking about. That water baptism under the Jet^risffi 
^Bperisation was a shadow of this good thing to come, Record ?;^ 
fmg-io Pau^j Hebrews X, !• After our Lord had shoiri^Nw 
toi^*that it was a spiritual birth the antetype of wa^bsip 
WOngthe Jews;^e then says to him, **ma*¥Bl not that Ii ^ 
unto Uiee ye must be born again," and procjias tO: shew hug^ 
by the analogy of the wind blowing that thi^iri^lirt^^oMj'^ 
'^j be known by its effects, "the wind blcWitk Wb^jCf "" *^^ 
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etby and thou hearest the sound thereof, but canst not t^l' 
whence it cometh and whither it goeth, so is every one that is 
bornof the spirit." ' 

Nicodemus evidenced throughout the whole of tliia interview 
the trulh of what Paul said of the Jewish people at large^ 2nd 
Cor. Ill, 15, — "But even unto this day when Moses is reld,the 
veil IS upon their hearts." Notwithstanding our Lord had » 
fully explained this subject to Nicodemus, yet we hear himtnao- 
ifestbg his want of conviction, by asking how can these thi&gs 
be? It was at this crisis of the discourse, that our Lord it- 
proached him with being a master in Israel and not knowiiif 
these things. He had in the language of Paul been readii^f 
Moses to him, but the veil was on his heart. We now concltiii 
our remarks on this passage of Ixoly Writ, by observing . that 
upon no other principle can our Lord's censure of NicodihaQS 
be justified than the principle laid down above, viz: thatbeii^ 
born of water alluded to by our Lord, was the legal purificaUeo 
of the Jewish economy, of which the baptism of the spirit is 
the ante type. ' / 

The third text upon which water baptism is built as an oi^ 
nance of the gospel commanded by Jesus Christ, is foun4 ill 
Mark XV, 16, "And he said unto them go ye into all the wajt 
and preach the gospel to every creature, he that believetb lyadi 
is baptised shall be saved, and ho that belie /eth not shall hf:^ 
damned." This is only a different edition of the commis|H0p, 
given. Math. XXVIII, 19, and contains nothing worthy of fd^, 
mark, save two particulars, the first of which is that this is^Ap. 
text upon which the baptists lay so much stress in favor of ,"* " 
baptism of none buf adult believers. The only grotlhd of 
pute on this particular, between the view we have taken 
that of the baptists j||||»e following: They say he meant w^l^ 
baptism, we say -ite mefint the baptism of the Holy Ghost ^, 
have no idea'tjtial our^Hfej|;had any intention of misleadinjr 
hearers by.le|i(^ng anrajression on their minds that there 
any thing essential to salvation in water baptism. Not so 
the baptism of the Holy Ghost|ior notwithstanding the bel 
Is invariably saved whether he isbaptjbed with lyater oi^ 
be ianndlt^ saved unless he is bapflsed tsrith the ** ' 
Kpiv as fsLal has told us, that there isVut oa^ 
whereas our Lord couples baptism with beliQVl 
e$6ential tc^^lvation, we havd nohesitaiiQii in , 
^i^viciioatiiat our Lord^ei^nl the baptljsiQ of ti^ 
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There is no difficulty \v hatever, connected with this plain lite- 
ral construction of the text; for he who cordially believes with 
the heart unto righteousness and is sanctified hy the baptism 
of the spirit, will undoubtedly be saved. But several difficul- 
ties stand in the way when we understand it water baptism. 

1st,' It makes two baptisms belonging to the gospel dispen- 
sation, 

2nd, That these two baptisms are equally essential to sal- 
ration, this has all been noticed before. 

The second particular suggested by this<passage in its relation 
to the mistake of our baptist friends, is the following: We 
cease to wonder at their mistake in respect to our Lord's mean- 
ing on baptism, when they have been so egregiously mistaken 
as to the extent of the gospel mission which was to be preached 
to every creature. Now that minister who believes "that Christ 
died for none but the elect, and that the rest were reprobated 
from eternity, believes that there is no gospel for any but the 
.elect This was the mistake of the Apostles, they believed 
that the Almighty had elected the Jews and reprobated the 
Gentiles, but this is not our province at present. 

We come now in the fifth and last place, to show that water 
baptism as practised by the Apostles was nothing more than an 
initiating rite of Church membership, borrowed from the Jew- 
ish church. 

It will be recollected that tbe Apostles did not commence 
the practice of water baptism in compliance with the commis- 
sion given, Math. XXVIII, 19; which commission was givers 
after our Lord''s resurrection, but they began it during our Ix)rd's 
ministry.* Again it will be recollected, also, that the twelve 
Apostles were all Jews and as such knew that the Jewish na- 
tion when they made proselytes of the Gentiles sprinkled 
clean water upon them, to denole^ashing away of their idola- 
try and by that rite initiated them|pto the Jewish church. 

It, no doubt was this practice amoBg the Jews, to which the 
Almighty alluded, where he says, "By the prophet Ezekiel, I 
will sprinkle clean watir upon you, and ye shall be clean from 
allTour idols, and fromi^all your filthiness will I cleanse you.'^ 

The Jewish People up't«j the Babylonish eaptivity, hai been 
exceedingly prone to Idolatry. The Almighty, for this their 
wickedness, caused their enemies to carry them away captive 
afiaong the heathens; by the prophet he promised to bring them 
|>ao|yand uses their practice of washing away the iddato^ of 
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their Gentile converts, as ^^a figure to denote the washing away 
' of their idolatrous practices as a nation." 

This view of the subject is strengthened by the history of 
Philip and the Eunuch, Acts VUI, 3t). We learn that this Eu- 
nuch was a man in high authority under Candace, Queen of 
Ethiopia. We also learn that he had been at Jerusalena to wo^ 
ship; this shows that he was a proselyte to the Jewish church, 
and as such, had been baptis^ed with water. Philip was sent to 
him to show him that the Jewish dispensation was at an end, 
and was superceded by the coming of that personage ot whom 
the Eunuch was reading when Philip met him, and being coih 
vmced of the truth ofChristianity by the preaching of Philip w 
he had been formerly convinced of the truth of the Jewisli reli- 
gion he was now ready as on the former occasion, to evince his 
faith in Christianity by again submitting to the ordinance of 
baptism, and thus be initiated into the christian church. 

Since penning the above, we have been looking over the de- 
bate between Messrs. Campbell and McCalla, and we are more 
than ever persuaded that proselyte baptism was the original of 
v/ater baptism among the disciples of ChrisL This must be ad- 
mitted, or otherwise that it was borrowed from John^s baptism. 
Ttiis could not be the case, because the baptism that commen« 
cod during our Lord's .ministry was continued m the Apostolic 
chuich after our Lgrd's death and resurrection ; whereas Joh&'s 
baptism was to cease at the opening of the gospel dispensation 
which took place on the day of pentecost This- is plain fronl 
two or three scriptural considerations. . 

1st, John the Baptist gives us plainly to understand that hif 
baptism was to be superceded by the superior baptisna of tb^ 
Holv Ghost, our Lord corroborates this in his interview wi^ 
las disciples, Acts I, 5* In the 4th verse, he commanded theoiv 
not to depart fropatJfenisalem, but to wait for the promise o; 
tatl^er which, saifti he, "yo have heard of me, for John 
baptized with water, but ye shall be baptized with the 
Ghost not many days hence." >. 

What is the plain comment ^"^If^^ect as given to U8 
our Lord and his forerunner, i^t^^^piat John's bapti 
:ruiy by divine appointment in ifirlll^and place: but 
was to be superceded by a baptism as much superior .tjQ|: 
baptism, as he that came af\er John was mightier thAi| ' 

2nd, This xnatter is put beyond dispute, as vf^cwf 
consulting Acts XIX, 1 and 5 inclusive. We thfre 



^^^ 




r.. ' 

Ik 



v.. 4 






^0 

Paul havirigjiiet certain discipks at Ephesus enquired of them 
'*ifthey hnd received the Holy Ghost since they believed." 
Their reply was; we have not so much as heard ihnt there was 
any Holy Ghost." His next query was, unto what then were 
ye baptized? Tl^ey say unto John's baptism! Then said Paul 
**John verily baptized with the baptism of repentence, saying 
unto the people that they should believe on him which should 
come after him, that is on Jesus Christ. When they heard this 
they wore baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus." This 
shows to a demonstration that John's baptism was not the bap- 
tism by which the Apostle initiated believers into the christian 
churchy otherwise Paul would not have baptized those believers 
over again after they had been once baptized. The only legit- 
imate conclusion then, from what we have advanced above is, 
fTiat the baptism which the Apostle administered on this occa- 
sion was the proselyte baptism which was in use previous to our 
Lord'* crucifixion. This must be admi tted, or we must suppose 
that Paul had iflTented a spurious baptism of his own^ for we 
have clearly shown that he did not administer it by authority 
from Jesus Christ, or as having its origin in John's baptism. 

Will any sUll insist that water baptism as practised by the 
other Apostles after our Lord's ascension, was in virtue of the 
commission, Math. XXVIU, 19. If so, how did it happen that 
Paul's administration of it, on the occasion above noticed, wap 
valid when he assures us that he had no commission from Jesus 
Christ to administer water baptism. Now we think it must be 
admitted that Paul either invented a spurious baptism of his 
own, or he practised it in virtue of the proselyte system, as it 
has been plainly shown that he neither practised it in virtue of 
the commission^ Math. XXVIII, 19, nor yet as derived from 
John's baptism. ' 

Who will dare to say that the baptism that Paul administered 
was a spurious baptism^ or that it differed in any point, or was 
any less yalid than that admmistered by the other Apostles --r 
,1^not, then the baptism d^r^HllMr as practised by the Apostle^ 
was derived from the pMK^^tem of the Jews, and not in 
virttie of any commifl8^ | | K i^^e3us Christ. 

We think this subject iPw^laln, that to offer any further ar- 
gmaentSy would be an insalt to the reader's understanding. 

lo^vingour opmion on the subjects and mode of baptism, 
werWill beJbrief. We have already stated^t as .our opiii^M 

it witter baptisrm/tts practised by the apostlcsj'was derji^ 
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from the Jewish proselyte baptism,* if so, then the children of 
believing parents were the proper subjects of baptism, for the 
believing proselyte with his entire household, including infants 
were baptised under the Jewish economy. This accounts at 
once for the cases recorded in the New Testament, of believing 
parents with their households being baptized; the only method 
by which this undeniable inference can be set aside is, to show 
that proselyte baptism among the Jews did not originate until 
at\er the commencement of the christian era. Mr. Campbell 
in his debate with Mr. MXlIalla assumes this ground, and like- 
Avise uses the following argument to show, that supposing water 
baptism as practised by the apostles, was borrowed from the 
proselyte system of the Jews, and included the infant oHkpriiig 
of those who first embraced the christian faith, yet it could af- 
ford no argument for the continuance of baptism to the succee* 
ding generations; seeing that the proselyte and his household 
being once baptized, it was never afterwards extended to the 
offspring of those families, to which he add^d, that it being a 
practice of mere human invention among the Jews unwarranted 
by Divine appointment, it could no how be obligatory upon 
christians, to all of which we answer: 

1st, That the practice of proselyte baptism did exist prfoi^to 
the christian era, and even as early as Ezekiel's time, is infer* 
able from the following scripture, Ezekiel XXXVI, 25, ^ then 
will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and ye shall be clean from 
ail yourfilthiness, and from all your idols will I cleanse y ou . ^-r 
Up to EzekiePs time, the children of Israel were prone to iM^ 
airy, for which the Lord caused them to be carried captive 'iQit 
Babylon, and the surrounding countries; by the mouth of ^ 
prophet, the Almighty promises to cleanse them from**^thW 
idolatry. This promise contains an allusion to their own pr^0» 
tice of washmg away the idolatry of their heathen proselYt^ 
by sprinklmg tliem with clean water. To no other practicil^^ 
the Jewish economy could the prophet have allude(^|||fei 
is no record ^f any other cerenpMf|AKiiM^ashing that had the 
rnoval of idolatry for its object;^K^v v !7 

2, The circumstance of \tfk%i^M^Mnp.r^ human inyi 
according to Mr. Campbell, has^^'Beenng whatevief 1 
our views as we have already shown that &e^ practice 
tism, by the apostles, was not sanctioned by the aU 
Jesus Christ, and of course stands on the same ibotin] 
^unsanctioned proselyte system. > ' 
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As we hav^uthority from the Old Testameat to say that 
proseJyte baptism was sanctioned by Divine appointment, we 
suppose it to have been a mere initialing rite, adopted by tiie 
Jews to denote, that thereby the Gentile proselyte and his fam- 
ily had renounced their idolatrous belief and practice, and be* 
come members of the Jewish church. How natural would it be 
for the apostles who were all Jews, to fall in with this method of 
initiating the first converts to Christianity, as members into tlie 
christian church? Now if this wa^he case, would it not be / 
somewhat singular if either Jewish oFGentile parents would at 
once forego the privilege they had always enjoyed, that of their 
children being admitted to church membership with themselves 
would they not have demonstrated against such an innovation 
as lowering the standard of privilege? Would they not have 
said, did the faith of the parent under former dispensations en- 
title their infant offspring to church membership? And does 
the gospel dispensation forbid it? We aver, that the very cir- 
cumstance of an entire silence of any controversy on this sub- 
ject, at the introduction of the gospel dispensation, proves to a 
demonstration that parents and children were all baptized and 
taken into the church together. 

3, Mr. Campbell thinks there is another insuperable bar to 
the admission, that baptism, as practiced by pedo-baptists, could 
have originated from the proselyte baptism of the Jews, because 
the succeeding generation of infants were never baptized. To 
which we answer, if the system itself was of human invention, 
adopted by the Jewish church for a particular emergency, there 

n could be no bar to a further regulation byihe christian church. 
The history of the Acts of the apostles, haS recorded the fact, 
thatif it had not been for the exertions of Chectf^pstle Paul, and 
a few of his cotemporaries, we should have had circumcision 
entailed on the christian church ais a rite of church merabershii> 
this being the initiating rite of the native Jew, by which h;* 
wf^Lnio^pring received the seal of membership. Now, al- 

iilBiough I agree with Mr|^,|Gi^pbell, that baptism did not come 
"In the room of circumefigij^eitther op by divinelipostolic ap- ^•- 
pointment, yet matter^^fi^^^^^ that the church did at a 
very early day adopt thiPtWpi-ite in the room of circumcision 
and extended it to the infant offspring of native born christians. 
This, no doubt, was the effect of native prejudice in favor of 
(lie continuance of an initiating rite. Would it b^ any things 
^iNJnderfur seeing their tenacity in favor of such a rite, if afie^^ 
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apostolic authority hail precluded the continuance of circumcis- 
ion, that they should continue to their infant offspring, the initia- 
ting rite of water baptism, by which they themselves had been 
initiated into the church? We thinkit would be nohow strange, 
and conclude this item by observing if any can give a more 
reasonable and scriptural view of the origin, continuance, and 
proper subjects of baptism in the christian churchy than we 
have done, we heartily wish them success in their undertaking. 

We now offer a few remarks on the mode. Baptist breth* 
ren, seem to suppose that the entire merit attached to this ordi- 
nance, lies in the' action performed in obedience to a positive 
command. That the application of water in no other way but 
immersion is baptism, is contradicted by facts recorded both in 
the Old and New Testament. Baptists themselves being the 
judges, they believe that the baptism of Noah and his family ia 
the ark, and the baptism of the Israelites in the Red Sea w^e 
both a literal baptism by water. Let us te«t the strength of 
this position. 

1st, In respect to Noah, common sense at once dictates to us 
that he and his family occupied an apartment in the ark, above 
the level of the water, and of course was not even reached 
much less overwhelmed by the breaking up of the fountains of 
the great deep. No#*that other part of the water of the flood 
that was above Noah and his family was showered upon them. 
from the clouds, and so far was it from being a baptism by im- 
mersion, that if It was literally a baptism by water at all, il 
was that of sprinkling on a large scale, for it took forty days an4 
^ forty nights to complete the action, as Mr. Campbell calls it* m 

As to the Israelites being baptized unto Moses in the cloti^i 
and in the sea, it is obvious that it was neither a literal bi|^||iiij 
by water, nor a figure oTISaptism, (See pages 14, 15.) '^ > 

Once more. In DaniieTs prophecy, IV,^ 33, we learn ^bi^l^ 
Nebuchadnezzar was baptized with the dew of heaven ; het^ 
was baptism by the most genTIe mode of sprinkling Uttt c 
be thought of. This last text proK^s to a demonstrano% 
the term is not always used to nj^Min immersion, but ia^ 
times intended to denote the effect^piscM|f|ced ; this isili'iM^^ 
relation to Nebuchadnezzar, he vrsif^taj^lked b|^.t]^ <liF 
on him until he became wet, the true stite of the'eii|BS4| 
baptism wherever used in a religious point of YieWx|9 
monial washing or cleansing, intended to convey an,, 

nctif5 ing change in the subject of those ceremoaiale} 
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lis is Ihe idea intended to be conveyed by the ceremou* 
Lansings under the Jewish economy and was oftener periorc 

by sprinkling than any other mode, and denoted the seltic 
•art of the children of Israel as a holy people to the Lon 
en the priest's vestments were sanctified by the sprinkling ( 
3od, and Aaron himself and his sons were set apart to th 
iesthood.by the sprinkling of blood, and the pouring of bol 

upon their headb. In fact, we know not of any ceremonii 
ptism among the Jews that took place by immersion; it ; 
le that they were commanded where any dead animal ha 
lien upon, or into any vessel, or article of household use, the 
should be immersed; but this was a literal, not a ceremonii 
ishing. But admitting that in some cases ceremonial baj 
m did take place by immersion, yet we presume that in n 
e instance was any regard had to the action, or mode, on! 

far as it may have been better calculated to carry into effe< 
9 thing intended by it; for instance, a dish is more readii 
3ansed by plunging it into.a Vessel of water, but just the I'f 
rse is the case with a table, that is much easier cleansed b 
plying the water to it than by putting it into water. Thos 
marks are made to show, that wherever baptism is practise 
lother as a religious ceremony or for actuardeansing, whetl 

by sprinkling, pouring or immersion, regard is always ha 

the design intended and not the mode of administratior 
^en John's baptism, (rendered so interesting by its being tlj 
eparatory ordinance of our Lord's imm^jdiate harbinger) ha. 
B baptism of the Holy Ghost for its ulterior object; this i 
oven from the fact that the Holy Ghost descended upon J( 
s iipmediately after his baptism by John, the declaration < 
ll^tlmself, as well as that of our Lord, and the Apostle Pai 
jves the same thing, as may be seen by consulting Mathc 
','11 ; Acts 1, 5; and Ac^s XIX, 4. Thus having shown thi 
3 baptisms of the Old and the New Tesiament, up to th 
ptism qf John; including proselyte baptism, had for their ol 
l^'^e sanctifying and setting apart a holy people, and wo: 
ip taihe Lord by the baptism of the Holy Ghost, and wheit 
^ this l^ptism has been more frequently promised and prcfi^ 
3d uad^ the idea of spiiukjing, and pourmg th'^n any otli£ 
^e, fma having also shown that the term baptism^ does dc 
rays mean immersiorif we leave It for our leaders to decide 
lether sprinkling or pourings is not a more scripturalfiu]^ 
Wible mode than that of ifnmeraion. ^ ^Jt^ - • . 'Jl 
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We shall now in conclusion offer a few remarks to show thai 
erroneous views on religious subjects has a tendency to obstruct 
the progress of Christ's spiritual kingdom, and to retard the ap- 
proach of that day when (he leaders of the people shall see eye U) 
eye, a? we did not set out to discuss any other subject than that 
qi* baptism, our remtrks will be confined to that subject. 

It will be remeii^jered that baptism became a subject of di- 
vision at a very early period in the christian church; so as to 
be the object of Apostolic censure. This we learn from the 
first chapter of Paul's first letter to the church of Corinth— 
That church under certain popular leaders, whom the Apostle, 
does not name, had become divided on the subject of baptism 
some following this leader &. some the other. This contention 
ran so high that the apostle had to interfere for the purpose of 
showing them how unjustifiable they were in thus dividing the 
church and that too in reference to a mere ceremony which 
was of so little consequence, that he "thanked God he had hap* 
tized so few of I hem, and that the tew he did baptise he did it 
without any authority from Jesus (/hrist so to do." 

What would the Apostle Paul say, think you, were he permit- 
ted to visit our earth at the present day and to make hin»eif 
acquainted with the numerous divisions there are in the church 
on this subject? Suppose he should be standing by beholding 
one division of the church building a fence around its conuBU* 
nion tabic to keep oflT the other divisions and that me re ly" be- 
cause they did not tjiink it necessary to apprafcch it thn 
immersion? Would he not be ready to cry out, *'is Christ 
vided,tre ye not carnal! for whereas there is^mong ypu 
rying and strife & divisions, are ye not carnal & walk jj 

As it respects ourseH, we stand alone on this subjedl^ 
taken a view that we have never seen so much as an outl 
from any pen, save that of the inspired writers, nor have 
slightest wish of becoming the champion of any pafty, 
candidly acknowledge we have no faith in wa|er bej^ 
a3 an initiating rite of church membership; and that, o; 
tary as deriving , any authority from the founder of tl 
religion. Onr sole aim is to be instrumental in rei 
obstructions out ©rthe way that prevent the proff ^ 
of Christ from becoming one. When we look at tb« 
religion in the abstmct, we view it in all its parts QSftrS^ 
Divi^Mruth, without one single jarring principfo^^^ff 
"^ le^^jdivisions and subdivisions &moi^g tke chi^lt^i 
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not plain that they are dividing the body of Christ about matteis 
that have no connection with the religion of Jesus! What an 
awtul consideration this is to a reflecting mind, more especially 
when we are made sensible that this very circumstance affords 
infidelity the only weapon with which it can with any plausi- 
bility attack Christianity. What, say Ihey, would these men 
have us embrace Christianity when they have never agreed 
among themselves in what Christianity consists? 

In vain brethren may wc console ourselves by saying if they 
had not this to urge as an excuse for their infidelity, they would 
have something else; and will the possibility of infidi:Iity fram- 
ing groundless objections against the christian religion excuse 
us when we afford them good ground for their objections? We 
should not be so much surprised at a mere difference of opinion 
as to the mode or subject of baptism; but when we see it made 
a teim of communion and tj^ members of all other churches 
excluded from a participation in the Lord's supper, we cannot 
help drawing the conclusion that those who do so are the very 
characters that have subjected themselves to the apostle's cen- 
SJTQ, This is saying in the language of the proud Pharisoe 
''stand aside, 1 am holier than thou," or at least in the language 
of the mistaken Apostle when he said, "Master we saw ono 
casting out devilsnn thy name, and we forbade him because 
he follows not with us." 

We hope our baptist friends will not take offence at our plainness of 
speoch, We woiAd not wantonly wound the feelings of any human being; 
cipecially on so delicate a subject as religion, but we do wish to know up- 

00 what principle t^ey admit the ministry and membership of other church- 

01 to aparticipatidn in all the privileges of their father's house, except that 
J|^f s|||i^4|jS»^n with them at the table of their common parent 1-^ We ask. 

.^cru Jetton, what would you think where a family of bwtharfi^e invitid 

to a ^jkst at (heir father's house, kept in conimemoratjiDjMMplb^rican In- 

- <fS^p«ndence, to h«ir one of the brothers say to the rff^Jl'^anci, back you 

have no r'gtit to a seat here!" would you not say thait ^blli ^jjjpi ^m elli i ng 

very^selfi^h in it? If you consider the ministry and nieAiBiHSp of olher^ 

'les arffeeretie^ why not tell tljem so at once, and not ^ve them the 

iaiid, of fellowship as though you acknowledged them as bfethicu and 

Iri^t i|^^$ame common parent, while you refuse to ait witli n)eift at 

Toere i^soniething so paradoxical in the circuinstance of -loiinisfiilrs prea- 
Aiag to^wtfet ftom Sie same stand, while thejp differ so wid^ as %o teneui 
, of rel)gioil|^ and yet when.it comes to a participatioii of the l<^d's iuppeV, 
iJ^pQi which there is not the slightest shade of difference, ttwi^ say^VM;i|^(l 
'^ ""tyou cannj^ partake with us." "^ * , ^M*^ 

the humble auUipr of the foregoing strictures pcrhiiUed, to-^a||f|y|^ 
on this interesrting sibject, he would say if there is fa^ 
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where consistency demands a union, (to Bay nothing about the paramount 
obligations of Christianity) it should be at the communion table. It should 
bo in a participation of the emblems of the broken body and ahed blood of 
the deax Redeemer; if we cannot come together here, how shall we come 
together on those janing peculiarities, about which at least there is a 
plausibility for division. 

We humbly conceive that it would have a great tendency to allay the 
fervency of party zeal, which is manifested on this subject, could it be di- 
vested of that sanciitjt with which its advocates invest it, aa an ordinance 
of the gospel deiiving its authority from Jesus Christ. We ardently hope 
that the administrators of this_ordinance,(into whose hands this performance 
may fall) will weigh the foregoing facts and arguments, so as to b© enabled 
to determine ivhether or not they possess any better authority for its admin- 
ietration than did the Apostle Paul. Should they discover any evidence 
from any source to enable them to come to the conclusion, that they are in- 
vestsd with better authority than was the Apostle, we hope they will favor 
the world with the discovery, if they should not, we wish to call their altea- 
tion once niore to the Corinthran christians, especially what Paul says 
IV, 6, "And these things brethren, I ha^e in a figure ttifeinsferred to myself 
and to Apollos for your sokes; th^you'iight learn in us not to think of 
men above that which is written; that no one of you be puflfed up»for one 
against anotlier." 

What were those things which the Apostle had in a figure transferred to 
himself and Apollos was it not the conduct of those men in whose favor 
they had become puffed up for one against another? what the peculiarity 
was about which they differed, whether the mode or ihe subject, or whether 
these men svere merely making a proselyting scheme of it, to stfe who of 
them could gam the most followers, the Apostle does tioi say; but he does 
say enough to show that if himself and Apollos would not have been justi- 
fied in thus creating divisions in the church, much less could any other mtn 
or set of men, be justifiecf in thus dividing the church on^his subject. 

*^' 

OCr Errata — Page 24, the word that in ih^6 line from the 
bottom, read in the line above, between as ancTmiracMZ^jiu • 
Ninth page, for occord read accord, 17 lines from "^ 
do. 21st Un^ for Acts II, 29, read Acts II, 18, 
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